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Abstract 
 
tŚŝůƐƚ ŵĂŶǇ ŵĞƌŐĞƌƐ ĂŶĚ ĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶƐ  ?D ?Ɛ ? ĂƌĞ ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚŝŶ ŽƌĚĞƌ ƚŽ ĂĐƋƵŝƌĞ ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ Ĩŝƌŵ ?Ɛ
knowledge base, the speed of integration is crucial to the success of any M&A as this stage causes 
considerable disruption to the organisation which can lead to the failure of any merger or 
acquisition. Facilitating the free flow of knowledge across the organisational boundary between the 
acquired and acquiring firm can help integrate the two knowledge bases more effectively and lead to 
the creation of new knowledge. Effective Knowledge Management (KM) is crucial to this process and 
KM tools and techniques can have added benefit in the field of M&As. As the majority of 
organisational knowledge is tacit and cannot be articulated, effective processes need to be 
implemented to enable tacit knowledge transfer across the boundary between groups and 
individuals. Communities of Practise (CoPs) can provide the key here to unlocking the value of M&As 
which will lead to better integration of the two firms. As the informal structure of CoPs easily allows 
interaction and collaboration between the acquired and acquiring unit, such a tool can facilitate the 
free dissemination of knowledge across a newly merged organisation which can help integrate the 
workforce and amalgamate the two knowledge bases. The success of the adoption of KM principles, 
tools and techniques by newly merged organisations is dependent on the effective management of 
the human resources during this change period. Employee resistance needs to be minimised here by 
addressing barriers to integration and barriers to knowledge sharing. Only once these barriers have 
been addressed can efforts be directed towards creating enabling conditions that will maximise the 
success of a KM initiative in a newly merged organisation through the development of CoPs.  
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1. Introduction  
/ŶƚŽĚĂǇ ?ƐŝŶƚĞƌĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĞĐŽŶŽŵǇ ?ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶƐĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞŐůŽďĞĂƌĞĨĂĐŝŶŐƉƌĞƐƐƵƌĞƐ
of a challenging and competitive environment which has been transformed through many factors 
including globalisation, rapid innovation, technological development and the increasing importance 
of knowledge (DeNisi, Hitt et al, 2003). Globalisation of financial markets and the quest for 
competitiveness has led to the recognition that knowledge is now key for firms in their attempts to 
survive and prosper in the global marketplace, and efforts need to be made to manage this resource 
in order to maximise its value. Viewing knowledge as a resource suggests it is an intangible asset 
(Barney, 1996). Intangible assets had in the past been considered to play a relatively insignificant 
role in the success of an organisation, as tangible assets were considered the most important and 
fundamental of corporate assets. This notion was dispelled however as firms began to realise they 
could not outperform their rivals when focussing on tangible assets alone. Consequently, firms today 
have realised that success is dependent on the efficient exchange of information and that 
sustainable competitive advantage is no longer rooted in physical assets and financial capital, but in 
effective channelling of intellectual capital (Seubert et al, 2001). Knowledge has thus received more 
attention in recent decades and is now considered the bedrock of an organisations success. Its 
impact here is dependent on the ability of the organisation to develop and leverage the value of this 
intangible asset which can comprise a core competency for the organisation, particularly those 
providing financial and professional services (Halawi et al, 2005).      
Organic growth through the development of this intangible asset is excessively time consuming 
however and so organisations are increasingly looking to mergers and acquisitions (M&As) as a 
ŵĞĂŶƐƚŽĞǆƉĂŶĚĂŶŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞďĂƐĞƋƵŝĐŬůǇĂŶĚŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝǀĞŶĞƐƐ ?ĂƐŝƐƚŚĞ
ƐƉĞĞĚŽĨĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŽĚĂǇ ?ƐĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝǀĞůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ ?Whilst the major motive for acquiring or 
merging with a company is the access to specialised knowledge, target firms are often selected 
based on complimentary resources (DeNisi, Hitt et al, 2003). The major objectives here are 
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predominantly to increase shareholder value, respond to revolutionary changes in the industry and 
to exploit economies of scale and scope (Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991).     
By gaining access to knowledge in the acquired company, the organisation would look to maximise 
its value by transferring the knowledge to other parts of the organisation (Bresman, Birkinshaw et al, 
1999). The belief held by firms is that by re-applying existing knowledge in novel ways or by 
combining previously unconnected bodies of knowledge, the organisation is able to create new 
knowledge (Grant, 1996). Therefore the ability to share knowledge from one unit to another can 
enhance organisational performance and constitute a competitive advantage. The resource-based 
view of the organisation (Barney, 1996; Wernerfelt, 1984) also considers mergers as a key driver in 
enhancing organisational performance as they provide an opportunity for organisations to increase 
efficiencies and effectiveness through reformulating pools of resources (Capron et al, 1998). Whilst 
ƚŚĞǀĂůƵĞŽĨŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞŝƐĞǀŝĚĞŶƚŝŶƚŽĚĂǇ ?ƐŵĂƌŬĞƚƉůĂĐĞ ?ĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨĨŝƌŵƐŚĂǀe 
discovered that the transfer and utilisation of knowledge through acquisitions is a considerably 
daunting task and as such requires successful integration of the acquired unit in order to achieve the 
intended synergies (Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991). The integration process post merger is considered 
to be the most critical phase during a merger or acquisition and is the one that inevitably determines 
the success or failure of the deal.  
As the success of post merger integration is critically dependent on combining the knowledge bases 
of the firms involved, effective sharing of knowledge across boundaries that exist between the 
acquired and acquiring firm can contribute significantly to its success. Achieving such transfer of 
knowledge is complex and problematic however due to the nature of knowledge. Studies have 
illustrated knowledge in organisations as being socially complex (Dierickx & Cool, 1989), causally 
ambiguous (Lippleman & Rumelt, 1982) and distributed (Argote & Ingram, 2000) which makes its 
transfer considerably problematic within organisations. Consequently, many acquisitions fail to 
deliver the expected benefits as the process of integrating the acquired unit fails outright (Jemison & 
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Sitkin, 1986) as do attempts to create a competitive advantage from the acquired knowledge. 
Organisations need an understanding of how knowledge is shared and how it can be transferred 
across organisational boundaries within a merged organisation.  
The complexities of managing knowledge in M&As therefore creates an opportunity for Knowledge 
Management (KM) to provide real value for an organisation in their quest for a competitive 
advantage as effective KM can assist the integration of the acquired unit by facilitating the free 
dissemination of knowledge throughout both units in the organisation. The use of KM in facilitating 
the integration of an acquired unit is not groundbreaking as many organisations in the past two 
decades have adopted KM practises and implemented KM systems for the purpose of facilitating 
knowledge sharing intraorganisationally (Davenport & Prusak, 1998; Alavi & Leidner, 2001). The link 
between the two fields has been much publicised as the literature on KM highlights the potential of 
acquisitions as a means of gaining access to new knowledge (Madhok, 1997; Huber, 1991) whilst the 
literature on acquisitions have stressed the importance of the knowledge transfer for acquisitions to 
create value for the organisation (Capron, 1996; Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991). However there has 
been little attention given to the importance of facilitating the flow of knowledge across the 
organisational boundary that exists within a newly merged organisation, and this is critical to the 
success of integration and therefore the merger overall.  
Communities of Practise (CoPs) can be of significant value here and have received much attention 
from academics for the benefits they bring as part of a KM programme. Whilst earlier approaches to 
KM were rooted in the capture-codify-storage approach to managing knowledge, there is now 
ƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƚŝŽŶƚŚĂƚŶŽƚĂůůŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĐĂŶƉĂƐƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚŝƐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĚƵĞƚŽƚŚĞ ‘ƐŽĨƚ ?ĞůĞŵĞŶƚƚŽ
knowledge (Kimble & Hildreth, 2005). Nonaka (1991) believed that tacit knowledge can be converted 
into explicit knowledge so long as it can be articulated but PŽůĂŶǇŝ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ?ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚŝƐƚŚĂƚƐŽŵĞ
ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞũƵƐƚĐĂŶŶŽƚďĞĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚĞĚĂƐŝƚďĞĐŽŵĞƐŝŶƚĞƌŶĂůŝƐĞĚĂŶĚƚŚƵƐ ‘ŝŶĂĐĐĞƐƐŝďůĞƚŽ
ĐŽŶƐĐŝŽƵƐŶĞƐƐ ? ?dŚĞtransfer of this knowledge requires a different approach and this can explain the 
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failure of some previous KM initiatives. CoPs are widely considered to be the solution in that they 
allow for the softer aspects of knowledge to be created, nurtured and sustained (Kimble et al, 2000). 
Whilst the significance of CoPs in KM is clear in this respect, they have received virtually no attention 
for their value in the integration process post-merger. Whilst CoPs can facilitate the sharing of 
knowledge in an organisation (Hildreth & Kimble, 2000; Wenger et al, 2002), they can also stretch 
across organisational boundaries and it is therefore argued that they can contribute significantly to 
the success of M&As in integrating the acquired unit more effectively. It is argued that such an 
initiative can facilitate the free dissemination of knowledge in a newly merged organisation, and in 
doing so effectively amalgamate the knowledge bases of the acquired and acquiring firm. Whilst the 
logic behind this is clear, one needs to understand the preconditions for its implementation and 
potential barriers to participation as this will have a critical impact on the success of such an 
initiative.  
Research was therefore conducted at Lloyds Banking Group (LBG), which had recently been formed 
from a merger between Lloyds TSB and HBOS, in order to explore these issues as well as the 
integration process as a whole. The focus of the study is to fill this gap and determine how 
knowledge sharing across organisational boundaries between the acquired and acquiring firm can be 
facilitated using KM and CoPs specifically. In order to do this, there is a need to determine how the 
impact of such an initiative can be maximised and this is dependent on reducing any potential 
barriers that would make the initiative fruitless. As M&As create considerable uncertainty and 
resistance from employees (Empson, 2001), these issues need to be explored to determine its effect 
on the initiative and the integration process. It is important to identify potential barriers and 
determine how they would impact the transfer of knowledge in an organisation in order to manage 
these issues as such obstacles are likely to hinder efforts to create an environment where reciprocal 
knowledge sharing is the norm. It is argued that this is what organisations should look to achieve 
during the integration process as this will enable the two knowledge bases to be integrated into one 
and thus lead to the successful integration of the acquired unit. This will also provide the foundation 
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for which the organisation can grow and achieve synergies and therefore a competitive advantage 
from the acquired knowledge.    
The study contributes to the post merger integration literature by illustrating how CoPs can make 
integration of two firms post merger more effective and more quicker. It also illustrates how barriers 
to integration can influence knowledge sharing and consequently the success of the integration 
process. The difficulties and importance of knowledge sharing across the boundary between the 
acquiring and acquired unit are demonstrated, which is significant given the importance of 
integrating the knowledge resources of the two units. There has been virtually no research on the 
importance of CoPs in the integration process post merger though there is increasing recognition of 
the value of knowledge sharing in facilitating integration (Capron & Hulland, 1999; Bresman, 
Birkinshaw et al, 1999). This study suggests however that barriers to integration need to be 
addressed in order to create the appropriate atmosphere for knowledge sharing as this will have a 
significant impact on the implementation and development of KM supported with CoPs in an 
organisation. Implementing KM can then help address obstacles to knowledge sharing in order to 
facilitate the free flow of knowledge in a newly merged organisation and the amalgamation of 
knowledge bases. In order to fully understand how this will occur, it is necessary to explore the KM, 
CoPs and the process of M&As in more depth.      
 
2. Knowledge Management  
Defining Knowledge Management (KM) is difficult as it has various interpretations. One can view KM 
as the management of knowledge whereby firms collect, organise, share and analyse their 
knowledge in terms of documents, sources and the skills of people. In order to fully understand the 
concept of KM, it is necessary to determine first what is meant by the term knowledge.   
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2.1 What is Knowledge?  
Knowledge can be considered to be at the end of a chain that begins with data, leads to information 
and ultimately to insight. It is important to distinguish between the three to determine what 
constitutes knowledge. Data is a set of discrete acts which is unorganised and has no interpretation 
 W it is raw. Vance (1997) defined information as data which has been interpreted into a meaningful 
form and knowledge as authenticated information which is deemed to be accurate. This continuum 
is also noted by Maglitta (1996) who suggested data as being raw facts and figures, information as 
processed data and knowledge as information made actionable. While the distinction between data 
and knowledge is clear, that between information and knowledge is less so, because knowledge is 
derived from information. Knowledge, in its simplest terms, can be thought of as information 
possessed in the mind of an individual which is both personalised and subjective. Hence information 
becomes knowledge only when it is processed in the mind of an individual.  
Knowledge can be classified as being either tacit or explicit. The distinction between explicit and 
tacit knowledge is significant as their management is rather distinctive and requires different 
knowledge management initiatives. Explicit knowledge consists of  “facts, rules, relationships and 
policies that can be faithfully codified in paper or electronic form and shared without the need for 
ĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶ ? ?tǇĂƚƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?/ŶĐŽŶƚƌĂƐƚƚŽ this, tacit knowledge defies recording as it is non-
verbalised, intuitive and unarticulated knowledge that people carry in their heads. Rooted in skills, 
experiences, intuition, insight and judgement, tacit knowledge is hard to formalise and 
communicate, but can be shared in discussion, personal interactions and storytelling.  
So whilst knowledge has different properties, it is important to consider the duality of knowledge for 
its management as knowledge can be either hard of soft (Hildreth & Kimble, 2002). Whilst the 
harder aspects of knowledge are those that can be articulated, captured and stored, the softer 
aspects of knowledge are those that cannot be externalised. Viewing knowledge as a duality 
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however means that both perspectives need to be taken into account in order to manage 
knowledge, and this may require the adoption of a structured approach.   
 
2.2 What is Knowledge Management? 
<ĂƉůĂŶ ? ? ? ? ? ?ďƌŽĂĚůǇĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ<DĂƐƚŚĞ “ƉƌŽĐĞƐƐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚǁŚŝĐŚŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶƐĞǆƚƌĂĐƚvalue from 
their intellectual assĞƚƐ “ ?more precise definition which is ĐŽŵƉůŝŵĞŶƚĂƌǇƚŽ<ĂƉůĂŶ ?ƐďĞůŝĞĨŽĨ<D
would be as follows.  
 “Knowledge Management caters to the critical issues of organisational adaptation, survival and 
competence in the face of increasingly discontinuous environmental change. Essentially, it embodies 
organisational processes that seek synergistic combination of data and information processing 
capacity of information ƚĞĐŚŶŽůŽŐŝĞƐĂŶĚƚŚĞĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĚŝŶŶŽǀĂƚŝǀĞĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇŽĨŚƵŵĂŶďĞŝŶŐƐ ?
(Malhotra, 1998).  
This definition suggests there are two dimensions to KM. Managing existing knowledge within the 
organisation encompasses one dimension, which includes the development of knowledge 
repositories, knowledge compilation, arrangement and categorisation. The other dimension 
concerns managing knowledge-specific activities such as knowledge acquisition, creation, 
distribution, communication, sharing and application (Stenmark, 2001). Gupta et al (2000) provides a 
ŵŽƌĞƐŝŵƉůŝĨŝĞĚĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶŽĨ<DĂƐ “Ăprocess that helps organisations find, select, organise, 
disseminate and transfer important information and expertise necessary for activities such as 
problem solving, dynamic learning, strategic planning and decisiŽŶŵĂŬŝŶŐ ? ?We can see KM builds 
on earlier approaches of data management and information management by adding a higher level of 
complexity with the inclusion of meaning, collaboration, networking and business process 
improvement. It can be considered then that KM, in practise, encompasses the identification and 
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mapping of intellectual assets within an organisation as well as generating new knowledge for 
competitive advantage and making accessible vast quantities of information.  
 
2.3 Process of knowledge transfer 
Over the years, the process of knowledge transfer has dominated the field of Knowledge 
Management. Writers such as Nonaka who have been influential in this field have indicated how the 
knowledge transfer process in a firm can highlight the challenges of managing knowledge and 
generating improved organisational performance. Nonaka (1994) stated that those organisations 
looking to achieve a competitive advantage through a KM initiative must  “ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇƚŚĞǀĂůƵĂďůĞƚĂĐŝƚ
ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƉŽƐƐĞƐƐĞĚďǇƚŚĞŝƌĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐĂŶĚƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌƚŚŝƐƚĂĐŝƚŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĞǆƉůŝĐŝƚůǇ ? ?Thus the 
overriding objective of knowledge management from this perspective is that the organisation must 
be able to convert their tacit knowledge into explicit knowledge and distribute this knowledge across 
the organisation in order to compete. Polanyi (1967) contests the notion that tacit knowledge can be 
made explicit however, as it is inaccessible to consciousness. Whilst there is acceptance that tacit 
knowledge cannot be articulated, Polanyi suggests this is because knowledge is internalised in the 
unconscious mind ŽƌƚŽƉƵƚŝƚĂŶŽƚŚĞƌǁĂǇ ? “ǁĞŬŶŽǁŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶǁĞĐĂŶƚĞůů ? ?EŽŶĂŬĂŵĂŬĞƐƚŚĞ
case however that tacit and explicit knowledge are not separate, but mutually complementary 
entities in that they interact with each other in the creative activities of human beings. The 
interaction of these two forms of knowledge is illustrated in a spiral, showing the transfer of 
knowledge in the knowledge conversion process (Figure 1).  
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&ŝŐƵƌĞ ? ?EŽŶĂŬĂ ?Ɛ^/DŽĚĞů 
dŚĞĐĞŶƚƌĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŽĨƚŚŝƐŵŽĚĞůŝƐƚŚĂƚ “ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞŚĞůĚďǇŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐŝƐƐŚĂƌĞĚǁŝƚŚŽƚŚĞƌ
individuals so it interconnects to a new kŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ? ?EŽŶĂŬĂ ?dĂŬĞƵĐŚŝ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?The model shows 
the interaction between tacit and explicit knowledge in a continuous cycle as part of a four stage 
sequence, which leads to the creation of new knowledge. These four stages are Socialisation, 
Externalisation, Combination and Internalisation (SECI). As knowledge is shared on a tacit to tacit 
basis, this tacit knowledge at some stage becomes articulated as explicit knowledge. This explicit 
knowledge is then combined with other forms of explicit knowledge before it eventually becomes 
internalised as tacit knowledge.  As this process is repeated, a knowledge spiral is created whereby 
knowledge creation and sharing eventually become part of the culture of the organisation.  
The SECI model has added benefit as it shows how the various knowledge enablement means can be 
utilised to support the four stages of knowledge creation and transfer. This is significant as not only 
does it illustrate the range of KM tools and mechanisms available, but where each has its place also. 
We see in the Socialisation stage that tacit knowledge can be shared through face to face 
communication or Communities of Practise (CoPs), whilst both mechanisms can also be employed 
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when articulating tacit knowledge to explicit knowledge (Externalisation), as can Groupware and 
Modelling. Data mining and portals can be utilised when compiling, analysing and organising 
externalised explicit knowledge to broader entities and concept systems (Combination). The 
internalisation stage, whereby explicit knowledge is converted into tacit knowledge and becomes 
ƉĂƌƚŽĨĂŶŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐďĂƐŝĐŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ, can be accelerated through mechanisms such as simulation 
tools and teamworking.  
In order to encourage the process of knowledge creation and transfer, managers need to 
ĚĞŵŽŶƐƚƌĂƚĞĂĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚƚŽĂĐĐƵŵƵůĂƚŝŶŐ ?ĞǆƉůŽŝƚŝŶŐĂŶĚƌĞŶĞǁŝŶŐƚŚĞŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ
base whilst being able to create management systems that will facilitate this process. This is because 
new ideas are usually developed at the individual level as opposed to the group or organisation 
levels, and hence the individuals generating these ideas must be given scope to follow their 
initiatives (Serrat, 2008). Part of this knowledge held by individuals is considered hard knowledge as 
it can be easily articulated, and the management of such knowledge is well established with various 
tools and techniques available to organisations to support this form of KM. According to the duality 
of knowledge, there are softer aspects to knowledge also which is much more complex to manage. 
As this knowledge is less quantifiable and more difficult to capture and store, other mechanisms are 
required for its transfer that involve interaction and conversation.  
 
2.4 Knowledge sharing  
The term knowledge sharing intrinsically implies the generation of knowledge in the recipient 
(Sharratt & Usoro, 2003). An effective mechanism for this is to request help from a colleague who 
has the knowledge required, which can lead to a conversation that facilitates the creation of new 
knowledge in the recipient. For example, knowledge may be shared in the form of stories which 
describe similar experiences whereby methods or techniques were used or developed that helped 
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solve the problem. Where a solution cannot be provided directly, knowledge may be shared in 
relation to contacting someone who may know and would be able and willing to help. 
Communication here helps build a unique common context between these participants which 
frames the conversation and it is this common context that facilitates the transfer and development 
of more deeply rooted tacit knowledge (Brown & Isaacs, 1996). These conversations can occur not 
only through face to face communication but also electronically via email and online discussion 
board tools.  
 
2.4.1 Enhancing knowledge sharing 
Although knowledge can be shared through such conversations, the dilemma is that people are not 
always willing to cooperate and share their knowledge. The general willingness of people to help and 
support colleagues is dependent on the culture in the organisation. Organisations therefore have to 
develop the appropriate culture for knowledge sharing in some cases and incentivise people to share 
knowledge.  
/ŶŽƌĚĞƌƚŽĐƌĞĂƚĞĂŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐŚĂƌŝŶŐĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ?ƉĞŽƉůĞŵƵƐƚďĞĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞĚƚŽ “ǁŽƌŬƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞ
effectively, to collaborate and to share  W ultimately to make organisational knowledge more 
ƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞ ? ?'ƵƌƚĞĞŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?dŚĞĞůŝŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞŚŽĂƌĚŝŶŐis essential in nurturing a 
knowledge sharing culture. Knowledge hoarding may occur in the absence of trust amongst 
employees as they may be sceptical about the intentions and behaviours of others. Rewards and 
incentives are influential in developing a knowledge sharing culture. Hence the appropriate rewards, 
incentives or motivational aids should be utilised which encourage employees to share and apply 
knowledge. Whilst knowledge sharing and contribution, creativity, teamwork and innovative 
solutions are just some criteria which to focus incentive packages on, rewards should not be linked 
solely to individual performance or outcomes that result in competition as this can have adverse 
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effects in the development of a knowledge sharing culture (Hauschild et al, 2001). Ultimately, 
changing the culture of the organisation is a complex task according to Chase (1997) who reported 
culture to be the largest obstacle organisations face in developing a successful knowledge-based 
ĞŶƚĞƌƉƌŝƐĞ ? ? 
 
3. Mergers and Acquisitions (M&As) 
DĞƌŐĞƌƐŽĐĐƵƌǁŚĞŶ “ŽŶĞĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶŝƐĐŽŵďŝŶĞĚǁŝƚŚĂŶĚĚŝƐĂƉƉĞĂƌƐŝŶƚŽĂŶŽƚŚĞƌĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?
ǁŚĞƌĞĂƐĂŶĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶŝƐ “ƚŚĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐďǇǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞƐƚŽĐŬŽƌĂƐƐĞƚƐŽĨĂĐŽƌƉŽƌĂƚŝŽŶĐŽŵĞƚŽďĞ
ŽǁŶĞĚďǇĂďƵǇĞƌ ? ?ZĞĞĚĞƚĂů ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ?So whilst mergers involve two or more companies creating 
a new entity, acquisitions result in the acquired company losing its economic and legal autonomy. 
M&As provide organisations with the perfect opportunity to look at current processes being used to 
manage knowledge, evaluate their effectiveness and to implement new strategies for knowledge 
sharing. They are today recognised by many organisations as the preferred route for expansion and 
consolidation.  
 
3.1 Acquiring knowledge through M&As 
Firms are increasingly lookŝŶŐĂƚD ? ?ƐĂƐĂƚŽŽůƚŽĞǆƉĂŶĚĂĨŝƌŵ ?ƐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞďĂƐĞƋƵŝĐŬůǇĂƐ
opposed to organic growth which is perceived to be significantly more time-ĐŽŶƐƵŵŝŶŐŝŶƚŽĚĂǇ ?Ɛ
economy. These firms focus on obtaining both explicit and tacit knowledge through such acquisitions 
including technical expertise, skills of employees and specific new technologies in fast-paced 
industries.  
M&As enable an organisation to acquire attractive knowledge-based resources, which have been 
categorised by Grant (1996) and ranged according to their importance by Ranft and Lord (2000). The 
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acquisition of specific product related technology has been identified as the most important 
knowledge-based resource of the acquired firm in 35% of acquisitions analysed. In 32% of analysed 
acquisitions, product innovation and engineering capabilities are considered the most important 
knowledge-based resource, whilst in 18% of acquisitions, market or customer knowledge and sales 
relationships have been identified as most important. In 2% of acquisitions, managerial capabilities 
have been identified as the most important knowledge-based resource.  The social embeddedness of 
knowledge based resources within the acquired firm is another interesting aspect which allows the 
ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ƉůĂĐĞƐ ?ǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞ organisation that hold knowledge critical to sustain the acquired 
resource. In the study conducted by Ranft and Lord (2000), it was identified that 40% of the critical 
acquired knowledge resides in the technical skills of employees, whilst 16.5% of knowledge resided 
ŝŶĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐ ?ƐŽĐŝĂůĂŶĚƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ?ŶŽƚŚĞƌ ? ?A?ŽĨŬĞǇĂĐƋƵŝƌĞĚŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƌĞƐŝĚĞĚ
in physical systems whilst 16% was situated in organisational mission and values. Managerial 
systems accounted for only 8% of the acquired knowledge.  
Consistent with the knowledge literature, the majority of acquired knowledge (82%) is thus cited as 
residing either in the individual or in the social complexity of the relationships, teams and culture of 
the firm acquired (Leonard-Barton, 1995). Davenport (1994) highlighted the importance of the 
human element in the KM process and the need to articulate and codify the tacit knowledge that 
resides in individuals into explicit knowledge so that it can form a repository of corporate memory. 
,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƚŚĞƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌĂŶĚƵƚŝůŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƐƵĐŚŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚD ? ?ƐŝƐĂĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚĨĞĂƚĨŽƌ
acquiring firms as the lack of shared context and mutual understanding makes knowledge sharing 
across the boundaries of newly merged firms particularly challenging. The integration process is 
therefore critical for the success of M&As and this presents the organisation with a challenging and 
unique context for knowledge sharing  
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3.2 Post-merger integration  
People issues arise at several stages of the M&A process but it is in the integration phase where 
these are most critical. People issues here include communications, the integration of corporate 
cultures and the retention of key talent and managers. Hence there is a need to effectively manage 
the human side of change as this provides the real key to unlocking the value of the acquisition. The 
capacity to transfer tacit knowledge from individuals is considered to be a key success factor for a 
successful merger or acquisition. However, as M&As lead to the creation of so much new 
information that must be understood and integrated into the new firm, it is crucial to the success of 
the merger that employees are able to quickly find the right information or expert. Essentially, there 
is to facilitate the process of knowledge integration, which refers to effectively combining the two 
knowledge bases into one integrated system.   
There is no doubt that effective use of KM can help the organisation address this issue and become 
more profitable more quickly through the integration of the cultures, know-how and key contacts of 
the two prior firms. Effective integration of two firms, post M&A, requires free dissemination of 
knowledge throughout the organisation. Factors which lead to the obstruction of knowledge 
dissemination can be described as barriers. Barriers can include incentive structures that encourage 
knowledge hoarding, the lack of a mentoring and assisting culture and great physical distance. 
Alternatively, enablers demonstrate the positive counterpart to barriers. Enablers, or enabling 
conditions, can be said to explicitly facilitate the creation and flow of knowledge and thus are key to 
the post merger integration process. Through this context, we can view barriers and enablers as two 
sides of the same coin.  
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3.2.1 Barriers and enablers 
As barriers depict those circumstances which hinder the transfer and creation of knowledge in an 
organisation, they not only thwart the flow of knowledge but also destroy the ground for further 
activities in this field. The integration process post-merger is therefore impeded by barriers such as 
managerial and business practises, cultural differences and weak reward systems, as they have a 
significant impact on the knowledge transfer process and thus cause knowledge localisation and 
unwillingness to document knowledge. Eliminating such barriers does not suggest that knowledge 
will free flow throughout the firm, but is rather a prerequisite for such a scenario. The other side of 
the coin, that is the enablers, then become significant in sustaining knowledge flow. Enablers, or the 
enabling conditions, can be referred to as key success factors in the sense they are necessary 
conditions for the facilitation of knowledge transfer and creation, and hence directly linked to the 
success of the integration process. The predominant enabler here is the creation of the right 
atmosphere in the process of integration. Haspeslagh and Jemison (1991) believed that the real 
challenge of the integration process was not the result of the transfer of strategic capabilities, but to 
create the appropriate atmosphere for capability transfer that would facilitate the transfer. This is 
particularly problematic as difficulties in the integration process naturally tend to subvert creation. 
In order to create the appropriate atmosphere and maximise the flow of knowledge post-
acquisition, frequent and effective communication is essential.  
Communication occurs through two distinct, yet overlapping processes. Firstly, the success of the 
integration process post-acquisition is dependent on intensive and extensive communication 
(Haspeslagh & Jemison, 1991). Such communication can facilitate interaction between employees in 
both the acquiring and acquired firm, alleviate anxiety triggered by misleading information, and 
ensure that during integration, the decision making process is both transparent and explicit. Trust is 
an important element in creating the right atmosphere for knowledge transfer and employees are 
likely to trust news of change sooner when the message is being conveyed directly by immediate 
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superiors, whilst employee anxiety would also be diminished through candid communication. Hence 
effective communication is crucial in developing a supportive social community which facilitates 
knowledge transfer. Secondly, communication occurs in a more direct process at work as the 
transfer of specific knowledge, predominantly tacit knowledge, is very much communication 
intensive and often involves the parties becoming engaged in substantial interaction over a 
sustained period of time (Szulanksi, 1997). Although communication between employees is key to 
the success of the knowledge integration process post-acquisition, the relationship between the 
acquirer and the acquired can also be strengthened through more protracted modes of interaction 
such as joint training programmes, technical meetings and extended visits. Encouraging such 
interactions would significantly enhance knowledge flow during integration.    
Time is a crucial factor in the integration process as it argued that the time elapsed after the 
ĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶǁŝůůŐƌĂĚƵĂůůǇĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞƚŚĞƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌŽĨŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ?ŽŶƐŝƐƚĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞďĞůŝĞĨƚŚĂƚ ‘ƚŝŵĞŝƐ
ĂŚĞĂůĞƌ ? ?ŝƚŝƐďelieved that any adverse feelings there may have been at the time of the acquisition 
will recede as time passes by. Initial negative perceptions towards M&A are common as they create 
uncertainty within the firm with regards to long term employment and thus there is a greater risk of 
losing these employees and customers alike the longer this uncertainty and disruption persists. Over 
time however, disillusioned and uncooperative employees will depart from the organisation and be 
replaced by individuals who see the firm as a single social community rather than two separate 
entities. Hence we see a gradual underlying drift over time towards greater integration and 
reciprocal knowledge transfer. The quality and quantity of knowledge being transferred within the 
organisation enhances with time as the flow of knowledge becomes more frequent, sophisticated 
and reciprocal. As the speed in which this occurs is dependent on the management of the human 
resources of the organisation, effective human resource management (HRM) can be considered a 
key success factor for post-merger integration.   
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3.3 Importance of Human Resource Management  
Typical HR initiatives include communication strategy development and implementation, the 
assessment of critical players and deployment of appropriate resources in the new company, the 
retention of key people and separation of redundant employees and the development of a total 
rewards strategy for the combining companies. The ability of HR in evaluating the compatibility of 
corporate cultures and the various options available for combining enterprises especially, make it an 
ŝŶƚƌŝŶƐŝĐƉĂƌƚŽĨƚŚĞŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶƚĞĂŵŝŶD ? ?Ɛ ? As M&As create significant upheaval within the firm, 
it presents the perfect opportunity for HR to demonstrate its knowledge and skill in managing 
human capital and this can be the key to maximising the value of the acquisition.  
Effective ,ZDŝƐĞƐƐĞŶƚŝĂůŝŶĞŶƐƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĂƚŽŶĐĞƚŚĞĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶŚĂƐďĞĞŶĂŶŶŽƵŶĐĞĚ ?ƚŚĞ ‘ŬĞǇ ?
people in the acquired firm are identified and retained at all costs. These key people are individuals 
playing a crucial role in the workings of the enterprise and not necessarily top management. By 
assessing these individuals against competencies that are clearly defined and aligned to the needs of 
the new group, it can be determined whether they will fit into the KM culture essential for the 
knowledge integration process. If people are not compatible with the new structure, they should not 
be kept regardless of how highly they are thought of. People may have to be dismissed as a trade-off 
against disruptive attitudes or constant conflict as the appropriate fit of any individual in the new 
culture can be as critical to success as talent (Bramson, 2000). Firms often seek synergies of 
economies of scale through M&A which many take as a euphemism for sacking people  W hence the 
heightened anxiety. This is true to an extent as decisions need to be made as to which positions are 
truly needed and thus who stays and who goes. Such a system is advantageous to the 
implementation of KM as it provides the opportunity to dismiss individuals who would be unable to 
adapt to the new structure, based on personality and motivational factors, and recruit individuals 
who fit with the new team and new culture. This would facilitate the knowledge integration process 
post acquisition as effective HRM here can help condition the workforce to share knowledge 
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reciprocally and create a culture ǁŚĞƌĞƉĞŽƉůĞ “ǁŽƌŬƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞůǇ ?ƚŽĐollaborate and 
to share  W ƵůƚŝŵĂƚĞůǇƚŽŵĂŬĞŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶĂůŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞŵŽƌĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŝǀĞ ? ?'ƵƌƚĞĞŶ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?  
   
3.3.1 Role of HRM in KM 
,ƵŵĂŶZĞƐŽƵƌĐĞDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ?,ZD ?ƉůĂǇƐĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚƌŽůĞŝŶ<DĂƐŝƚ “ĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞƐƚŚĞ
dissemination of learning through workshops, projects and conferences and later, to take 
responsibility for coordinating the preparation of business plans which incorporated the outcome of 
the learniŶŐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ? ?ƌŵƐƚƌŽŶŐ ? ? ? ? ? P585). Post acquisition, the role of HRM is accentuated as 
the ƐǇŶĞƌŐŝĞƐĂŶĚǀĂůƵĞŐĂŝŶĞĚĨƌŽŵD ? ?ƐĂƌĞĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚŽŶƚŚĞĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚĂŶĚĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌŽĨ
knowledge. The increasing importance of knowledge as a corporate asset means it is critical for firms 
to capture the best practises of the acquired firm for maximum return. This is crucial to the 
ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĂƐĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐŝŶƚŚĞƚĂƌŐĞƚĨŝƌŵǁŽƵůĚĞǆƉĞĐƚŵĂŶǇŽĨƚŚĞŝƌĨŝƌŵƐ ?
strengths to influence the way the new group is run in the event of a merger. Neglecting such issues 
could heighten employee anxiety about the intentions of the acquiring firm. In this context, HRM can 
help knowledge transfer post acquisition firstly through identifying the people and processes 
required to keep the business operating as usual, and then focusing on training related to specific 
job skills, systems and procedures. Ultimately, tacit knowledge and informal networks are captured 
which enable the organisation to get things done (Bramson, 2000). Without effective HRM, vital tacit 
knowledge that previously helped constitute the success of the acquired firm would be lost. This 
would have a significant adverse effect on the integration process and could lead to the failure of 
the merger or acquisition.  
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4. Communities of Practise (CoPs) 
The recognition that most organisational knowledge is firmly rooted in individuals suggests that the 
behaviour of individuals within a firm has a strong influence on KM processes. Hence knowledge 
sharing is hindered by the resistance of individuals or groups (Ciborra & Patriota, 1998). In order to 
encourage the sharing of knowledge, firms today are beginning to explore community-based models 
ƐƵĐŚĂƐŽWƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚĐĂŶďĞĚĞĨŝŶĞĚĂƐ “ŐƌŽƵƉƐŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞŝŶĨŽƌŵĂůůǇďŽƵŶĚƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌďǇƐŚĂƌĞĚ
ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞĂŶĚƉĂƐƐŝŽŶĨŽƌĂũŽŝŶƚĞŶƚĞƌƉƌŝƐĞ ? ?tĞŶŐer & Snyder, 2000).  
 
4.1 Characterising CoPs 
CoPs are heterogeneous in many senses and referred to under various names such as thematic 
groups, learning networks and tech clubs, for example. Some CoPs can be small and local, whilst 
others can be rather large and cross national boundaries, which may involve a core group with many 
peripheral members. Some may meet regularly face-to-face whilst others may be primarily 
connected through an email network. Some maybe formally recognised and supported with a 
budget, whilst others may be completely informal and more fluid. Despite these variances amongst 
communities of practise, there are three crucial elements that constitute a community of practise 
and distinguish them from groups and communities (Wenger, 1997):  
The domain  W CoPs have an identity defined by a shared domain of interest, which differentiates 
them from a network of connections between people for example. Membership to a CoP implies a 
commitment to the domain, and thus a shared competence that distinguishes members from other 
individuals.  
The community  W As members pursue their interest in the domain, they engage in joint discussions 
and activities to help one another and share information. The relationships they build are important 
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in enabling them to learn from each other. Whilst some CoPs meet regularly, they do not necessarily 
work together on a daily basis as most are connected primarily through email networks.  
The practise  W Members of a CoP can be classed as practitioners who develop a shared repertoire of 
resources: stories, experience, tools, ways of addressing recurring problems  W a shared practise, in 
short. This requires sustained interaction and thus takes time.     
Developing these three elements in parallel can cultivate communities of practise in organisations. It 
is important to differentiate CoPs from just communities in order to understand their purpose and 
functionality. In contrast to a community of interest or a geographical community for example, CoPs 
involve a shared practise whereby members are brought together by joining in common activities 
ĂŶĚďǇ ‘ǁŚĂƚƚŚĞǇŚĂǀĞůĞĂƌŶĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞŝƌŵƵƚƵĂůĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŝŶƚŚĞƐĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ ? ?tĞŶŐĞƌ ?
1998). The notion is that groups of people deepen their knowledge of a shared interest, subject or 
common problem through participation in CoPs, whereby they share their experiences and 
knowledge in creative, free-flowing ways that foster new approaches to problems. The relationships 
developed between members is the central feature here as they are the key to understanding the 
softer aspects of knowledge. By coming together and joining in common activities, members create 
relationships with one another. These interactions bind people together, as does being able to 
undertake more complex and larger activities through cooperation. This reinforces the relationship 
and builds trust, which is an important prerequisite for knowledge sharing.  
The interactions that bind people together in CoPs lead to the creation of soft and hard knowledge 
which can then be shared through these communities. The development and transfer of soft 
knowledge requires an understanding of the processes that govern its construction and nurturing in 
a firm. Lave and Wenger (1991) suggest the creation and sustenance of such knowledge in CoPs can 
be assisted by a process called Legitimate Peripheral Participation (LPP), which actually defines a 
CoP.  
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4.2 Legitimate Peripheral Participation 
The concept of CoPs was built by Lave and Wenger (1991) around the notion of an apprenticeship, 
where they viewed learning that took place in CoPs as a form of socialisation into a community. The 
notion is that newcomers in a CoP would learn from old-timers by being situated in the community 
and being allowed to participate in specific tasks related to the practise of the community. As these 
newcomers become established members of a CoP, they move from legitimate peripheral 
participation into full participation in the community, which allows for the development of hard and 
soft knowledge. Hard knowledge is easily articulated and may be exemplified by the tasks 
undertaken by members of the CoP. Soft knowledge, which includes learning the language and 
unspoken conventions of the community, cannot be so easily acquired by newcomers however. This 
knowledge needs to be developed and learnt through being socialised into the community and 
hence through interaction with the existing members of the CoP rather than just through 
demonstration or instruction. Learning therefore is not seen as the acquisition of knowledge by 
individuals, but rather as a social process through which people become active participants in the 
practise of the community. Wenger (1998) identified two key processes taking place here  W 
participation and reification, which forms a duality in the same way as hard and soft knowledge.  
 
4.2.1 Participation/reification duality  
Participation is a key element of LPP as is legitimation and peripherality, and the three aspects are 
indispensable in defining each other and hence cannot be considered in isolation. Whilst 
legitimation and participation define the characteristic ways of belonging to a community, 
peripherality and participation are more concerned with location and identity in the social world. 
Whilst not ignoring peripherality and legitimation, Wenger (1998) identifies participation as being 
vital to the revised notion of a CoP as it is the key constituent in the processes of the negotiation of 
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meaning. Participation is more than just a selected group engaging in particular activities; it is a 
process in which individuals, the active participants in the practise of a community, develop their 
own identities in relation to that community. It is vital that there is mutuality in participation as 
 “ŵĞŵďĞƌƐŽĨĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇŶĞĞĚƚŽƌĞĐŽŐŶŝƐĞƚŚĞŵƐĞůǀĞƐŝŶĞĂĐŚŽƚŚĞƌĂŶĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƌĞŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ?ŽƵƌ
ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐƐĂƌĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚĞĚŽŶƚŽƚŚĞĞǆƚĞƌŶĂůǁŽƌůĚĂŶĚĂƚƚĂŝŶĂŶŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚĞǆŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ ? ?,ŝůĚƌĞƚŚ ?
Kimble, 2002: 13). Reification is the process of giving concrete form to ƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐďǇ
ƉƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐŽďũĞĐƚƐƚŚĂƚĐŽŶŐĞĂůƚŚŝƐĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŝŶƚŽ ‘ƚŚŝŶŐŶĞƐƐ ? ?tĞŶŐĞƌ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?ƌƚĞĨĂĐƚƐƐƵĐŚĂƐ
procedures, tools, stories and language are common products of CoPs as some aspects of the 
practise are reified. Some of these artefacts are considered to be boundary objects, which can pass 
beyond the boundaries of CoPs and bridge communities.  
 
4.2.2 Boundary objects 
Boundary objects (Star & Griesemer, 1989; Hildreth & Kimble, 2002) are important as in some cases, 
communities need to collaborate with one another in order get work done and consequently, CoPs 
can organise their interconnections with other CoPs around boundary objects. Boundary objects 
have knowledge embedded in them, though through the perspective of knowledge as a duality, only 
harder aspects of knowledge are reified. This creates a dilemma as these artefacts must be capable 
of local interpretation. Differences in local interpretations of boundary objects throw a different 
light on these artefacts produced as knowledge embedded in an artefact during its creation is not 
just re-extracted when it is shared, though a degree of softer knowledge is required to make use of 
it. A lack of soft knowledge in the practise can be attributed to an imbalance in the 
participation/reification duality equilibrium, which could lead to distorted interpretations. It is 
essential therefore to maintain the balance in the participation/reification duality and ensure each 
of the constituent processes is in its proper proportion and this maps closely to the hard/soft 
knowledge duality. Where knowledge is predominantly hard, the reification proportion of the duality 
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will be higher and conversely where knowledge is more soft, the greater the proportion of 
participation. An imbalance here provides an indication as to why the capture-codify-store approach 
fails to provide a complete KM solution as this approach reifies the harder component of knowledge 
whilst not accounting for the softer and participation component of the duality. To overcome this, 
artefacts should be accompanied by people in order to take advantage of the complementarity of 
reification and participation and redress the balance between them (Hildreth & Kimble, 2002).       
 
4.2.3 Redressing imbalances in the hard/soft knowledge duality 
Whilst redressing the imbalance in the participation/reification duality can help redress the 
imbalance in hard/soft knowledge duality, this can also be done through the creation of soft 
knowledge through CoPs. There are three methods of constructing soft knowledge in CoPs which 
ĐĂŶďĞƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚĂƐƚŚĞ ‘ƐŽĨƚ ?ĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞĐĂƉƚƵƌĞ-store-codify approach of hard knowledge 
management. The gathering of domain knowledge such as the ability to solve a complex problem is 
one method of soft knowledge construction. Another is the construction of knowledge of work 
practises specific to the CoP such as knowledge of the idiosyncrasies of a machine for example, and 
how it is catered for. Finally, soft knowledge can be constructed by communities about the 
competencies of its members i.e. through the appraisal of their stories. So in the context of solving a 
problem, members of a community would gather the domain knowledge through interaction and 
working together to solve the problem. Hard knowledge is easier to gather on the contrary, as its 
form allows it to be articulated so it can be transmitted and later codified i.e. into a database. The 
soft knowledge created in communities cannot be codified as such although it may become 
embedded within the practises of the community. Unlike hard knowledge, which is then accordingly 
is stored in databases and reports, soft knowledge becomes stored in the community, that is, the 
relationships between community members as they become more accustomed to each other. Whilst 
CoPs are therefore imperative to the maintenance of soft knowledge, there have been concerns 
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over how CoPs can function in a distributed national and international environment which is 
inevitable in M&As. Whilst most studies in the literature are descriptive of co-located communities, 
there is now an increasing recognition of the value of virtual CoPs.  
 
4.3 CoPs in M&As 
As organisations acquire knowledge through M&As, they are often required to operate in a 
distributed national and international environment, though this is also the case due to the increasing 
nationalisation of business, and hence doubts have been raised as to whether CoPs can operate in 
such an environment. 
 
4.3.1 Virtual Communities of Practise 
Technological developments however have enabled firms to overcome the constraints of space and 
time and organisations across the globe today use information and communication technology (ICT) 
such as the internet in order to support ongoing interactions. CoPs are also increasingly becoming 
virtual, using technological tools and mechanisms to support such interactions and allow the transfer 
of knowledge on a much more grand scale. A virtual community of practisĞĐĂŶďĞĚĞĨŝŶĞĚĂƐ “Ă
ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬŽĨŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐǁŚŽƐŚĂƌĞĂĚŽŵĂŝŶŽĨŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚĂďŽƵƚǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞǇĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚĞŽŶůŝŶĞ ?
(Gannon-Leary & Fontainha, 2007). Virtual CoPs form part of an organisations intangible asset and 
are significant for the organisation in affording the potential for the combination of synchronous and 
asynchronous communication, national and international information sharing and access to and 
from geographically isolated communities (Hlapanis & Dimitracopoulou, 2007).     
As LPP is central to the concept of CoPs, a chief concern is how LPP can translate to a geographically 
distributed environment. Learning undertaken with LPP is situated along with some of the created 
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knowledge when problem-solving, and it is the reason for this situatedness that will ultimately 
determine the ease in which CoPs can be moved into the geographically distributed environment. If 
co-location is necessary merely so that members can share resources such as documents, then CoPs 
may have little difficulty in being translated to the distributed environment. Alternatively, learning 
may be situated due to the need for face-to-face communication, which may be crucial for learning 
how to perform a job, and hence the distributed environment will have much more of a bearing. The 
development of a virtual environment for CoPs raises the question of whether or not it will be more 
difficult to gain legitimacy in such communities but the most difficult area perhaps will be the 
facilitation of participation. Participation is key to the evolution of a community and the creation of 
the relationships that help to build identity and trust.  
 
4.3.2 Value of CoPs in M&As 
The potential value of CoPs to newly merged organisations is clear as they can facilitate the process 
of knowledge creation and transfer by providing the organisational structure needed to support KM. 
The structure of CoPs not only allows them stretch across divisional boundaries but across 
organisational boundaries also (Juriado & Gustafsson, 2007) and it is argued therefore that the value 
of CoPs in post-merger integration is significant. By implementing CoPs in a newly merged 
organisation, as part of a KM initiative, they can considerably speed up the integration process by 
facilitating the free dissemination of knowledge across the merged organisation. In doing so, they 
can enable effective integration of the knowledge bases of both the acquired and acquiring firm in a 
ŵŽƌĞĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĂŶĚĞĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚŵĂŶŶĞƌĂƐŝƐƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚŝŶƚŽĚĂǇ ?ƐĨĂƐƚƉĂĐĞĚĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝǀĞůĂŶĚƐĐĂƉĞ
where disruption to operations and processes can have significant adverse effects not only from a 
financial perspective but from a human resource perspective. 
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The boundaries of a CoP are permeable, as opposed to a team, whereby interdependent tasks are 
carried out according to the clear division of labour between members of a team (Juriado & 
Gustafsson, 2007). Consequently, interaction between groups and individuals takes place on various 
interrelated levels across the organisation. Interactions in these communities bind people together 
and aid the development of relationships across the boundary in the merged organisation and 
therefore contribute to the integration of groups and individuals in both the acquired and acquiring 
unit. As communities grow stronger and more extensive, people are linked to each other through 
one person or another which makes finding the right person, information or expertise much easier, 
which can be problematic with M&As due to the vast influx of people and knowledge. This can also 
help minimise knowledge gaps that arise in the newly merged organisation through redundancies 
and redeployments, as knowledge becomes easier to acquire. This knowledge can then be reapplied 
for the purpose required which leads to the creation of new knowledge.   
Whilst the potential benefits of implementing CoPs in newly merged organisations as part of a wider 
KM program are significant, the question remains as to how their utilisation can be maximised. That 
is to say how can participation  W the key element to CoPs, be maximised in the face of increasing 
disruption that is associated with M&As.       
 
5. Methodology 
To clarify, the purpose of this study is to not only demonstrate the value of Knowledge Management 
(KM) and Communities of practise (CoPs) in the integration process post-merger, but to determine 
the factors that could influence their success in mergers and acquisitions (M&As). It is argued here 
that CoPs can encourage the management of knowledge and constitute the organisational structures 
needed to support KM (Bourdon & Kimble, 2008) which can facilitate the integration of two firms 
through the free dissemination of knowledge in the organisation. Not only does knowledge sharing 
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intensify the development of one social community from essentially two knowledge bases, but it 
provides a foundation upon which the organisation can grow and realise synergies. In this respect, I 
propose KM and CoPs especially to be a critical success factor for M&As during the integration 
process. The value of KM and CoPs in M&As is dependent on eliminating potential barriers that arise 
during the process of integration which could have a significant influence on the success of KM in an 
organisation. In order to determine these barriers, research was conducted at Lloyds Banking Group 
to assess the current state of the integration process and the determinants for successful integration 
and knowledge sharing. This was done by assessing the difficulties and discontent employees had 
experienced as a result of the merger and gaining a deeper insight into their inner world to 
determine motivations and reservations for sharing knowledge.  
Qualitative research, in the form of semi-structured interviews, was utilised as opposed to 
quantitative research as this method was most appropriate for the research question I am exploring. 
Quantitative research imposes scientific meanings on members to explain a perceived-to-be true 
singular reality, which non-scientists may not appreciate, and also codes, counts and quantifies 
phenomena in order to represent concepts meaningfully (Gephart, 2004). Such positivist research 
contrasts with the inductive and interpretive nature of qualitative research, which studies 
ƉŚĞŶŽŵĞŶĂŝŶƚŚĞĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚƐǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞǇŶĂƚƵƌĂůůǇŽĐĐƵƌǁŚŝůƐƚƵƐŝŶŐƐŽĐŝĂůĂĐƚŽƌƐ ?ŵĞĂŶŝŶŐƐƚŽ
gain an understanding of the phenomena. By employing meanings in use by societal members to 
explain how everyday life realities are experienced, such research can build social science constructs 
ĨƌŽŵŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ? “ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚƐ-in-ƵƐĞ ?ĂƐƚŚĞĨŽĐƵƐŝƐĨŝƌŵůǇŽŶƚŚĞƐŽĐŝĂůůǇĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚĞĚŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƌĞĂůŝƚǇ
(Schutz, 1973). So whilst quantitative research is rooted in mathematical and statistical knowledge, 
the highly descriptive nature of qualitative methods implies an inherent humanistic and literary 
focus. As a result qualitative research can provide insights that are more difficult to produce with 
quantitative research, and hence provide bases for understanding social process that underlie 
management.    
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Recognising the importance of adopting a methodology that is consistent with the aims and 
assumptions of the theoretical view being expressed, the interpretive perspective was considered 
most appropriate. As the goal here is to understand the actual production of meanings and concepts 
ƚŚĂƚƐŽĐŝĂůĂĐƚŽƌƐƵƐĞŝŶƌĞĂůƐĞƚƚŝŶŐƐ ?ƐƵĐŚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚĐĂŶĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞŚŽǁ “ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŵĞĂŶŝŶŐƐŚĞůĚďǇ
different people actually produce and sustain a sense of truth, particularly in the face of competing 
ĚĞĨŝŶŝƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƌĞĂůŝƚǇ ? ?'ĞƉŚĂƌƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?dŚŝƐŝƐƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚǁŚĞŶĞǆƉůŽƌŝŶŐƚŚĞĨŝĞůĚŽĨ
D ? ?ƐĂƐƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞůŝŬĞůǇƚŽďĞƚǁŽƐĞƚƐŽĨŶĂƌƌĂƚŝǀĞƐĚĞƉĞŶĚŝŶŐŽŶǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌǀŝewee 
belongs to the acquired firm or the acquiring firm. As interpretive research seeks to uncover, 
describe and interpret theoretically the meanings used by people in real settings however, it is 
possible to examine situations where alternative meanings and understandings are either present or 
possible to determine how particular meanings become shared, dominant and/or contested 
(Gephart, 2004).  
The interviews conducted were loosely structured which allowed the interviewee to talk about what 
they felt was important and relevant, given the interest of the research project. Whilst such 
ŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁƐĂƌĞďĞŶĞĨŝĐŝĂůŝŶƉƌŽǀŝĚŝŶŐĂƌŝĐŚĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŽĨƚŚĞŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞ ?ƐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ?ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƐ ?
impressions and ideas, it was important not to simplify and idealise the interview situation and 
regard the interviewee as a moral and competent truth teller (Holstein & Gubrium, 1997). Instead, 
the interview situation was treated as a complex social event and hence required a reflexive 
approach whereby various theoretical viewpoints were considered. Without such an understanding 
 “ĂŶǇƵƐĞŽĨŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƌŝƐŬƐďĞŝŶŐŶĂŝǀĞĂŶĚŝŶƚĞƌƉƌĞƚĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨŝƚƌĞƐƚŽŶƐŚĂŬǇŐƌŽƵŶĚ ?
(Alvesson, 2003: 14). 
dŚĞůŽĐĂůŝƐƚƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶŽŶŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁŝŶŐ/ ?ǀĞĂĚŽƉƚĞĚĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐĞƐƚŚĂƚŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚs must be 
seen in their social context as interviewees do not report external events, but produce situated 
accounts whereby they draw upon cultural resources in order to produce morally adequate results 
(Alvesson, 2003). I chose this position on research interviews as responses from HBOS staff and 
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Lloyds TSB staff are likely to be dissimilar depending on how their needs were addressed during the 
process of integration. So whilst the interview is a valid source of knowledge production, the 
interviewer needs to appreciate and actively manage social processes and local conditions in order 
to accomplish valid results.  
The questions put to participants were carefully devised in order to ascertain how the organisation 
has managed the integration process, what challenges remain and how the two firms can be 
integrated more efficiently and effectively. The focus of my research questions was on the transfer 
of knowledge - both tacit and explicit, the current state of knowledge integration, cultural 
differences, employee satisfaction and the development of CoPs. As this paper argues that 
knowledge sharing is key to integrating two firms and hence achieving synergies, it is important to 
gain an insight into how and why these people share knowledge, what tools and processes are used 
and how effective this is in order to evaluate what impact KM can have on the organisation.  
It is important to assess the current situation and the challenges remaining for the creation of one 
integrated knowledge base in order to determine the value of KM in addressing these. Cultural 
differences were explored to examine how effectively the two sets of employees can work together 
and build mutual relationships  W a key driver for knowledge sharing. Culture compatibility is 
therefore a useful indicator for assessing the ease in which knowledge transfer can occur and thus 
directly influences the success of knowledge integration. Employee satisfaction was explored to gain 
an insight into how the organisation addressed the human element to change, which can be a 
significant impediment to effective integration if employees are not motivated as a result. Finally, 
the concept of CoPs was explored to determine what, if any, communal structures were in place for 
knowledge sharing and how they were being utilised by the organisation. The questions within these 
areas were reviewed and revised after the initial interview for the purpose of analysis, which 
enabled me to focus on some areas more than others.  
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In order to attain a balanced viewpoint, I interviewed three employees from Lloyds TSB heritage and 
three employees from HBOS heritage. These interviews, recorded by Dictaphone and later 
transcribed, were sufficient in gaining an insight into the integration process from both sides. I was 
able to gain access to Lloyds TSB heritage staff through the connections I had made when 
undertaking a twelve-month industrial placement at the bank in 2007/08. It was only through these 
contacts that I was able to gain access to HBOS heritage staff. This presented a problem as the 
rapport I had established with Lloyds TSB heritage staff meant they were more willing to provide real 
insight and hence discussions would be more open and frank. As there was no such previous 
relationship with HBOS heritage staff, this had implications for gaining a deeper insight into the inner 
world of these respondents. It should be recognised however that the established relationships 
could also have an adverse affect on the interview process as these people may be more inclined to 
maintain their positive image in the relationship I had with them and hence refrain from expressing 
negative and opportunistic attitudes and beliefs, whilst those with whom I am unfamiliar with would 
have no such qualms. Consequently, the emphasis on the interplay between the interviewer and 
interviewee is accentuated and factors such as age, gender and level of seniority are also likely to 
put heavy imprints on the accounts produced.  
The results of the interviews were analysed using thematic analysis. Thematic analysis can be 
ĚĞĨŝŶĞĚĂƐĂŵĞƚŚŽĚĨŽƌ “ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨǇŝŶŐ ?ĂŶĂůǇƐŝŶŐĂŶĚƌĞƉŽƌƚŝŶŐƉĂƚƚĞƌŶƐ ?ƚŚĞŵĞƐ ?ǁŝƚŚŝŶĚĂƚĂ ? ?ƌĂƵŶ
& Clarke, 2006). Whilst thematic analysis can be conducted through a constructionist method, 
whereby the focus is on the range of discourses operating in society, the stance taken here is more 
aligned with the realist or essentialist method, which reports experiences, meanings and the reality 
of participants. As a result, the thematic analysis was used to provide a detailed and nuanced 
account of a group of themes within the dataset, which related to the area of interest for this paper, 
predominantly at semantic level. The themes were identified through a theoretical manner, which 
implies the analysis was driven by the analytic interest of the research question, as opposed to an 
inductive approach, which is more data-driven as themes are strongly linked to the data and 
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consequently have no connection to the specific questions asked during interviews (Patton, 1990). In 
order to ensure the thematic analysis was applied rigorously, a concise checklist of criteria proposed 
by Braun & Clarke (2006) was utilised to determine and enhance the quality of my analysis.   
In order to provide context to my results and analysis, a background of the organisation in question 
has been provided in which both primary and secondary research were utilised for its compilation.    
 
6. Organisational context: Lloyds Banking Group 
In 2008, Lloyds TSB completed a takeover deal for rivals Halifax Bank of Scotland (HBOS) to create 
the banking giant Lloyds Banking Group. The deal for the retail banking giant, reported to be for 
£12.2bn, came during the peak of the worst banking crisis in history as banks around the globe 
collapsed due to their holdings of toxic debt. HBOS was one of many banks struggling during this 
period and the merger with Lloyds TSB was very much considered a rescue deal. Unaware of the true 
extent of these toxic debts, Lloyds TSB followed through with the deal only to find a situation 
significantly worse than anticipated. Seeking taxpayers to bail them out, the bank was nationalised. 
Efforts have since been made to streamline the business and improve efficiencies and this has 
resulted in a number of people being made redundant whilst many more have been redeployed in 
order to minimise these redundancies.   
  “ ? ? ?ǁŚĞŶ/ǁĂƐůĞĂǀŝŶŐŵǇůĂƐƚƌŽůĞ ?ƚŚĞǇŚĂĚŶ ?ƚǇĞƚůŝŶĞĚƵƉƐŽŵĞŽŶĞƚŽƌĞƉůĂĐĞŵĞ ? ? ?ƐŽƌĞĂůůǇŝƚǁĂƐ
me kind of having to draw up a dummy guide as to what my tasks were because there was no-one to 
teach really or bring up to speed when I left. ? 
As employees departed from their roles, regardless of whether they were made redundant or 
redeployed, basic measures were utilised to transfer role specific knowledge for the purpose of 
facilitating the individual who would be taking on these responsibilities. Where a replacement had 
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yet to be lined up, this prevented more personal forms of knowledge transfer and hence 
documenting knowledge into explicit form was deemed sufficient under the circumstances. The 
extent to which knowledge was documented varied across teams whilst for some employees, 
documenting knowledge was a fairly new concept. Where employees were aware of who would be 
replacing them, there was still limited personal interaction with these individuals. In some cases the 
lack of overlap here was attributed to employees having to move into their new roles ahead of their 
successors and thus due to the constraints of their new role, had limited time to spend with these 
incoming colleagues.  
 “ ? ? ?ǁŚĞŶŚĞůĞĨƚƚhere was obviously a massive hole... and I think because of his negative feelings 
ƚŽǁĂƌĚƐƚŚĞďĂŶŬĂŶĚƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚŝƚǁĂƐŶ ?ƚĂŚĂƉƉǇƐĞŶĚŽĨĨ ?ŚĞũƵƐƚŬŝŶĚŽĨǁĂŶƚĞĚƚŽŐŽĂŶĚŚĞ
ĚŝĚŶ ?ƚĐĂƌĞǁŚŽŚĞĚŝĚŶ ?ƚƚĞůůƚŚŝƐƚŽŽƌƚŚĂƚƚŽ... ? 
In the case of employees who were made redundant however, there was little incentive to pass on 
expertise and thus efforts were minimal. Good line management helped minimise the disruption 
caused by redundancies and redeployments although variances here meant there was significant 
inconsistency across the organisation in terms of how the process was managed. This inconsistency 
was accentuated as line mangers were also redeployed across the organisation. As a result, there 
was increased focus on training and development to help individuals become accustomed to their 
new role. 
  “ ? ? ?ƚŽŵĂŬĞƉĞŽƉůĞĂƐĞĨĨĞĐƚŝǀĞĂƐƉŽƐƐŝďůĞŝŶƚŚĞŝƌŶĞǁƌŽůĞ ?ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂůŽƚŽĨĨŽĐƵƐŽŶƚƌĂŝŶŝŶŐĂŶĚ
coaching and developing their skills and giving them access to information... and indeed sharing that 
knowledge... it is difficult because one of the big challenges is [that] the knowledge is on two 
different IT systems. ? 
Despite the training and development provided to new team members, there was a considerable 
knowledge gap as a result of having effectively two IT systems. As employees could not access the IT 
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systems of the other heritage team initially, employees would constantly have to request for their 
counterparts in the other heritage team, who have knowledge of that system, to verify their work 
which created considerable inefficiencies. The bank is addressing this issue by making efforts to 
integrate the two systems into one, although this could take several years as is the enormity and 
complexity of the task. In order to minimise disruption, the bank is looking to provide employees 
ǁŝƚŚƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŽďŽƚŚƐǇƐƚĞŵƐǁŚŝĐŚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƐĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝŶŐĂ ‘ŽŶĞ-ƐŝǌĞĨŝƚƐĂůů ? solution.  
  “ ? ? ?ŝƚ ?ƐŝŶĐƌĞĚŝďůǇĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚŝĨǇŽƵĂƌĞĂ>ůŽǇĚƐd^ŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞƉĞƌƐŽŶƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽĂĐĐĞƐƐ,K^ĚĂƚĂďĞĐĂƵƐĞ
of the way they networks are set up, the way the laptops are set up... ? 
As a quick fix to provide employees with access to the opposing heritage team system, some 
ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐŚĂĚďĞĞŶŐŝǀĞŶĐŽŶƚƌĂĐƚŽƌ/ ?Ɛ ?dǁŽƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞƵƐĞƌŝŶƚĞƌĨĂĐĞƐǁĞƌĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚǁŚĞƌĞďǇ
ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐĐŽƵůĚƵƐĞƚŚĞƐĞ/ ?ƐƚŽůŽŐŝŶƚŽƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞƚĞĂŵ ?ƐƐǇƐƚĞŵ ?ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚŶŽƚĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞ
has access to this yet. On the front line however, the complexity of the systems were more 
problematic as employees who had both BOS heritage and Lloyds heritage customers would need to 
work from two separate laptops which essentially adds another layer of complexity to their role. 
Despite having access to these opposing systems, employees lacked knowledge of how to use and 
navigate through the systems which created more disruption.  
 “ ? ? ?ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂŐƌĞĂƚĞƌĚĂŶŐĞƌŽĨĂŶŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶĂůƌŝƐŬŚĂƉƉĞŶŝŶŐǁŚĞƌĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĂƚ ?ŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ?
gap, someone makes a judgement call or something happens that could lead to either something 
ƚŚĂƚŝƐĂƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůůŽƐƐƚŽƚŚĞďĂŶŬ ? ? ?ŽƌǇŽƵĐŽƵůĚŵĂŬĞĨƵƚƵƌĞůĞŶĚŝŶŐĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶƐƚŚĂƚĚŝĚŶ ?ƚŚĂǀĞƚŚĞ
full information to hand. ? 
To prevent such operational risks, employees actively sought to upskill themselves to close this 
knowledge gap. In actual fact, a situation developed where a lot of people were asking the same 
people the same questions in terms of system knowledge which led to duplication of effort and 
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hence further inefficiencies. A new initiative is being launched to counter this which will address 
these issues.  
 “tĞ ?ƌĞǁŽƌŬŝŶŐŽŶĂƐŝƚĞ- The Wire, where basically all the policies, procedures, governance, credit 
ĞƚĐĂƌĞŐŽŝŶŐƚŽďĞƐƚƌĞĂŵůŝŶĞĚŽŶƚŽƚŚĂƚƐŝƚĞ ? ? ?ŝƚ ?ƐŶŽƚũƵƐƚƚŚĂƚĂƐǇŽƵ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĂůŝŶŬŽŶƚŚĞƌĞƚŽĂŶ
actual informal team site... which every team should complete by putting in their names and their 
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ? ? ?ƐŽĂƚůĞĂƐƚǇŽƵĐĂŶĐůŝĐŬŽŶŽŶĞĂƌĞĂŶĚǇŽƵ ?ůůƐĞĞǁŚŽ ?ƐŝŶƚŚĂƚƚĞĂŵ ?ĐůŝĐŬŽŶƚŚĂƚ
pĞƌƐŽŶ ?ƐŶĂŵĞĂŶĚŝƚǁŝůůƚĞůůǇŽƵǁŚĂƚƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐƚŚĞǇŚĂǀĞ... ? 
This also facilitates the process of finding the right people. As a considerable number of people were 
redeployed across the organisation, finding the right people became a problem, especially 
colleagues from the other heritage team. Ensuring you have the right stakeholder group is crucial 
when undertaking projects for example as these people need to be catered for. A number of forums 
have also been developed which are primarily attended by senior members of staff and are quite 
formal and attendance is rather compulsory. With the training and development forum for example, 
people across teams in Real Estate meet monthly to discuss training needs and potential solutions. It 
is rather formal in the sense that you have an agenda and minutes but it is a good way of getting 
feedback on what people need to do their job more effectively.        
 
7. Analysis of barriers to integrating knowledge bases 
Technology was identified as a barrier to integration as we can see from the organisational context 
as there was a need to integrate the IT systems of the two firms which is a complex and time-
consuming operation. In terms of human resource issues, employee resistance is likely to increase as 
a result of barriers, which in this context are twofold. Barriers include both those that prevent 
integration and those that prevent knowledge sharing. Barriers to integration included poor 
communication, poor leadership, cultural differences and terms and conditions which caused 
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disparity between employees. Barriers to knowledge sharing were identified as the mindset and 
attitudes of employees, the level of competition within teams and competition between teams.  
 
7.1 Employee resistance to integration 
7.1.1 Communication 
  “ ? ? ?ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶǁĂƐĂǁĨƵů ?tĞǁĞƌĞƚŚĞůĂƐƚƚŽŬŶŽǁĂůůƚŚĞƚŝŵĞĂŶĚŝƚ ?ƐŶŽƚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚĞĚ
properly from the senior team, you get a quick interchange message. The directors at local levels 
ǁŽƵůĚŽŶůǇƚĞůůǇŽƵŽŶĐĞƚŚĞǇŬŶŽǁĂŶĚŝƚ ?ƐƚŚĞƐĂme for them they are only told at the last minute! ?     
The general feel amongst employees in both heritage teams was that communication was badly 
handled. People at various levels in the bank were unaware of the current situation and what the 
next course of action was, as things were changing so regularly. However, employee resentment 
towards the way in which the process was handled was directed largely at top management for their 
inability to pass down accurate and timely messages. As scores of redundancies were expected, 
especially from the BOS heritage team, the criteria for redundancies was never communicated which 
led to increased anxiety amongst employees. Where people were made redundant, they were not 
given a chance to back their case and this led to a feel of helplessness amongst colleagues. This was 
more so in the BOS heritage team as they were considered the team to be struggling and hence 
there was the belief that they would be first in line for the chop and whilst effective communication 
would have dispelled this to an extent, this clearly did not happen.  
 “ůůǁĞŬŶĞǁǁĂƐƚŚĂƚĨŽƌŵǇƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐ ? ?ƉĞŽƉůĞĂŶĚŽŶůǇ ?ƉůĂĐĞƐ ?^ŽǁĞǁĞƌĞĂůů
panicking as that meant the rest of us were out... it only came to light once we got those places that 
there were plenty of other jobs available... we did have a couple of workshops where they were 
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trying to build up motivation and not make people worry so much, but I think it was kind of a half 
arsed attempt! ? 
People were quite rightly led to believe that as the bank was downsizing considerably, there would 
be very little, if any at all, opportunities elsewhere in the bank as the focus was more on reducing 
headcount. Where attempts were made to alleviate these concerns and boost morale, these were 
perceived as inadequate as there was a feel that those communicating the messages were not 
entirely sure themselves if they would still have a job and this only added the air of uncertainty and 
resentment. There was no transparency in the decisions being made and communication was often 
misinformed.  
 “/ŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞƌ ?After the merger was announced, how would you describe communication efforts?   
/ŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞ ?/ŶŝƚŝĂůůǇ/ ?ĚŐŝǀĞŝƚůŝŬĞĂ ?ŽƵƚŽĨ ? ? ? ? ?ůŝŬĞŝƚǁĂƐŶ ?ƚŵĂŶĂŐĞĚǀĞƌǇǁĞůůĂƚĂůů ?ůŽƚŽĨ
ƐƚƵĨĨ ? ? ?ǁĂƐŶ ?ƚ transparent at all but definitely got better I think... You can see if you look at the 
ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚƐĐŽƌĞ ?ƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶƉƌĞƚƚǇ ? ? ?ƚŚĞǇǁĞƌĞƌĞĂůůǇďĂĚ ?ƚƐŽŵĞƉŽŝŶƚƐĂůŽƚŽĨǁŚĂƚ
ǁĞŐŽƚƚŽůĚǁĂƐƌĞĂůůǇŐŽŽĚĂŶĚƚŚĞŶƐƵĚĚĞŶůǇǁĞŐŽƚĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ? ? ?tĞ ?Ě ďĞĞŶƚŽůĚƚŚĂƚĞǀĞƌǇƚŚŝŶŐ ?Ɛ
ĂďƐŽůƵƚĞůǇĨŝŶĞĂŶĚƚŚĞŶƚŚĞŶĞǆƚƚŚŝŶŐǇŽƵƌĞĂĚŝŶƚŚĞŶĞǁƐƉĂƉĞƌ ‘ŽŚǁĞ ?ǀĞŚĂĚƚŽŐŽŐĞƚĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ? ?
^ŽĚŽǇŽƵƐĞĞǁŚĂƚ/ŵĞĂŶůŝŬĞŵŝƐĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ? ?Ƶƚŝƚ ?Ɛ ŐŽƚĂůŽƚďĞƚƚĞƌŽǀĞƌƚŝŵĞ. ? 
To sum the lack of communication, employees would be told one thing from senior people in the 
bank only to find out the true extent of the situation from other external mediums, and hence there 
was increasing resentment at the way in which employees were neglected from the whole process 
and the way in which they were the last to find out, even after the general public. There is general 
agreement today that over time, communication has improved as the most turbulent patch seems 
to have passed. A sense of stability has been restored as a result of much improved communication 
although this would not necessarily be a view shared by everyone as some have been impacted 
more than others and whilst the integration process continues, there may be further changes yet.  
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7.1.2 Leadership 
As it was acknowledged that the lack of communication stemmed from the very top, there was 
increased resentment towards top management. Whilst they were being blamed for the lack of 
clarity and direction during the integration process, their judgement was also questioned by some 
quarters in the Lloyds heritage team.   
 “ ? ? ?ĐůĞĂƌůǇƚŚĞƐƚĂĨĨƐĂƚŝƐĨĂĐƚŝŽŶƐĐŽƌĞƐŝŶƐĞŶŝŽƌŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ W ƚŚĞĞǆĞĐ ?Ɛ ?ƚŚĞďŽĂƌĚ ?ĐůĞĂƌůǇŶŽƐĞ
dived through the integration process when obviously the deal was struck  W it was not seen as a good 
deal for >ůŽǇĚƐƚŽƚĂŬĞŽŶK^ĚĞďƚƐ ? ? ?ĂŶĚŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚŽǁŶĞƌƐŚŝƉ ? ? ?ůŽƐƐŽĨĚŝǀŝĚĞŶĚƐ ? ? ? ? 
As Lloyds had built its reputation on being a conservative and cautious bank, many questioned the 
impact the deal would have on the whole ethos of the bank. The deal was viewed as significantly 
risky business as Lloyds was effectively bailing out HBOS and the manner in which this brought the 
entire group to their knees caused significant uproar and discontent. Many employees in Lloyds had 
invested and reinvested life savings and bonuses in the bank, as the bank was perceived to be one of 
the safest and most stringent, and the collapse of the bank saw these personal investments wiped 
out as the share price plummeted. Employees had consequently lost complete trust and faith in their 
leaders.   
As many of the leaders in the BOS heritage team were forced out, as it was perceived these people 
would not be able to adapt to the new culture, employees in the BOS heritage team could have been 
forgiven that they would share the same fate, which had a detrimental effect on team morale. 
Whilst the concern for the BOS heritage team was more to do with whether they would still be in the 
job, the concern in the Lloyds heritage team was broader  W in terms of what the future was for the 
bank. As there was very little communication coming out from the top team, employees needed to 
see that their leaders were on the same wavelength as themselves and were working behind the 
scenes to address the situation.  
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 “ ? ? ?ƚŚĞǇũƵƐƚĚŽŶ ?ƚĨĞĞůůŝŬĞƚŚĞǇĐĂŶactually stand up in front of everybody and say nothing... I think 
people might actually acknowledge that people might not be able to say much but they still want to 
see them, they still want to see that they are there... and I think that there would have been some 
gaps in that. ? 
Although employees questioned whether leaders in the organisation shared the concerns of 
employees and their lack of engagement with employees, perceptions of top management generally 
improved as a result of better communication and the banks return to profitability. As the benefits 
of the deal are becoming more evident with increasing cost savings and improved processes and 
procedures, employees are restoring more confidence in their leaders as they attempt to build a 
solid foundation for future growth and stability.  
  “ “/ƌĞƐƉĞĐƚƚŚĞƚŽƉƚĞĂŵŶŽǁǁŚŽĂƌĞŝŶ>ůŽǇĚƐďĂŬŝŶŐŐƌŽƵƉďƵƚ/ŵĞĂŶƚŚĞŝƌĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶĂďŽƵƚ
ǁŚĂƚ ?ƐŚĂƉƉĞŶŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶŝƐƐƚŝůůŶŽƚŽŶƚŚĞŵĂƌŬ... ? 
Although attitudes have changed, the job is far from completion as we see and leaders must 
continue to strive to build relationships with their employees. This will still take much time and 
effort to fully repair in the face of yet more change as the integration process is by no means 
complete.  
 
7.1.3 Cultural differences 
The two cultures of the banks were significantly different. HBOS was very much perceived as a sales 
bank in the sense that they were much more aggressive in terms of doing a deal, building profits and 
increasing market share whereas Lloyds TSB were more risk aware and focused more on sustained 
business and building relationships. The attitudes of employees were consequently different 
although this changed considerably.  
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 “ ? ? ?ĂƐŵƵĐŚĂƐƉĞŽƉůĞƌĞĨĞƌƚŽƚŚĞŐŽŽĚŽůĚĚĂǇƐ ?ŝƚ ?ũƵƐƚĐŚĂŶŐĞĚ ? ? ?ŝƚ ƐŵŽƌĞƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůŝŶƚŚĞ
>ůŽǇĚƐďĂŶŬŝŶŐŐƌŽƵƉ ? ? ?ŝƚ ?ƐŵŽƌĞĨŽĐƵƐĞĚ ?tŚĞŶ/ǁĂƐŝŶƐ ůĞƐŝŶK^ŝŶĂƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉŵĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
role, as long as I hit my target or made the profit, that was fine... it was a lot more laid back! ? 
In reference to the good old days, employees recognise how the culture has shifted and people are 
required not just to meet expectations, but excel. Perceptions are more important here as people 
ǁĞƌĞĂǁĂƌĞƚŚĞǇŶĞĞĚĞĚƚŽďĞ ‘ŽŶƚŚĞďĂůů ?ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌŝŶƚĞƌŵƐŽĨĚƌĞƐƐĐŽĚĞŽƌũƵƐƚŐĞƚƚŝng into work 
early. Many have taken to the new culture as the policies and procedures in Lloyds are 
comparatively superior to HBOS in terms of being more stringent and there is more focus on 
governance. However, as with change, there is always resistance of some sort.  
 “ ? ? ?ƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐĂůŽƚŵŽƌĞƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞĂŶĚŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐƚŽĐŚĂŶŐŝŶŐĂƐǇƐƚĞŵǁŚŝĐŚǁĂƐ
predominantly a HBOS system, to the Lloyds way of thinking... but I think in certain areas there is a 
lot more resistance than in others, especially in that particular team as it was very much so a HBOS 
ƚĞĂŵ ? ? ? ?ŝƚǁĂƐ ?ǀĞƌǇŵƵĐŚƚŚŝƐŝƐŚŽǁǁĞ ?ǀĞĚŽŶĞŝƚ ?ƚŚŝƐŝƐŚŽǁǁĞůŝŬĞƚŽĚŽŝƚƐŽǁŚǇƐŚŽƵůĚǁĞ
ĂĚĂƉƚ ? ? ?ďƵƚĂůƐŽƚŚĞƉĞŽƉůĞƚŚĂƚǁĞƌĞƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽĚŽƚŚĞƉƌŽũĞĐƚǁĞƌĞŵŽƌĞůŝŬĞ ‘ǁĞůůƚŚŝƐŝƐŚŽǁŝƚŝƐ
goŝŶŐƚŽďĞĚŽŶĞĂŶĚǇŽƵŚĂǀĞƚŽĐŽŵĞŽŶďŽĂƌĚǁŚĞƚŚĞƌǇŽƵůŝŬĞŝƚŽƌŶŽƚ ? ? ? ? ? 
As there is a need to align the processes and procedures of the two heritage teams, the Lloyds 
approach is viewed as the best way forward by very much everyone in the Lloyds heritage team. This 
created resentment in the BOS heritage team as employees here believed their procedures to be 
more superior in certain areas, despite their struggles and hence questioned the need for change in 
these areas. Where best practises were being implemented from both heritage teams, there was 
less discontent, although predominantly the Lloyds approach was favoured by the top management 
team who were predominantly Lloyds. Consequently, the Lloyds approach was given preference in 
most areas which reinforced the divide between the two heritage teams.  
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  “ ? ? ?ĞǀĞŶĂůŵŽƐƚ ?ǇĞĂƌƐĚŽǁŶƚŚĞůŝŶĞƉĞŽƉůĞĂƌĞůĂďů ĞĚĂƐǁŚĂƚŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞǇŽƵĂƌĞĨƌŽŵ ?ƌĞǇŽƵ
BOS heritage or are you Lloyds heritage and one needs to move away from that as much and as 
quickly as possible... ? 
The level of integration between the two heritage teams varies considerably however across the 
organisation and this is dependent not only on the attitudes of individuals towards the other 
heritage team, but also the level of interaction a team has with the other heritage.  
 “ ? ? ?/ŵĞĂŶ/ƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌǁŚĞŶ/ĨŝƌƐƚƐƚĂƌƚĞĚŝƚǁĂƐƐƚŝůůǀĞƌǇŵƵĐŚƐŽƌƚŽĨƚŚĞŵĂŶĚƵƐďƵƚƚŚĂƚ ?Ɛ
definitely fading into the background which is good. ? 
Employees in both heritage teams recognise that the sooner people break away from talking about 
background heritages, the quicker team building will become where people work as one team.  
 
7.1.4 Terms and Conditions 
One of the biggest challenges facing the organisation is resolving the terms and conditions to ensure 
there is parity between both heritage teams. There is discontent amongst the Lloyds heritage team 
predominantly as they are the team currently disadvantaged and this is a sticking point which 
maintains the boundary between the two heritage teams.  
  “ ? ? ?ǁĞŶĞĞĚƚŽŵŽǀĞĂǁĂǇĨƌŽŵƚĂůŬŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚ>ůŽǇĚƐŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞ ŶĚK^ŚĞƌŝƚĂŐĞĂŶĚƚĂůŬĂďŽƵƚ
Lloyds Banking Group where the terms and conditions are the same... there needs to be one kind of 
bible to go to... in terms of what salary you should get and at what level as opposed to now where 
HBOS people are getting paid more than Lloyds people. ? 
Whilst there is agreement from all parties that there needs to parity in terms of salaries, holiday 
entitlements, pension schemes etc in order for the organisation to move forward as one team, there 
is an impasse as BOS heritage employees, who are paid more than the Lloyds heritage team, are 
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unwilling to take a pay cut or lose any of the perks they enjoy. The involvement of unions has 
prolonged negotiations here, which has increased discontent amongst Lloyds heritage staff further.  
 “ ? ? ?ǁĞ ?ǀĞďĞĞŶƚŽůĚ ?ŵŽŶƚŚƐĂŐŽǁŚĂƚŽƵƌƐĂůĂƌŝĞƐĂƌĞĂŶĚǁŚĂƚƚŚĞǇƐŚŽƵůĚďĞ ? ? ?ƐŽŵĞƉĞŽƉůĞĂƌĞ
ok who are above that and some people are less... what sort of motivational message is that to the 
ƉĞŽƉůĞǁŚŽĂƌĞŽŶůĞƐƐǁŚĞŶƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞĐŽŵŝŶŐƚŽǁŽƌŬŝŶŐĞǀĞƌǇĚĂǇĂŶĚŝƚ ?ƐďĞĞŶ ?ŵŽŶƚŚƐŶŽǁĂŶĚ
ƚŚĞǇ ?ƌĞƐƚŝůůƚŚĞƌĞŬŶŽǁŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇĞĂƌŶǆĂŵŽƵŶƚůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶĂĐŽůůĞĂŐƵĞƚŚĂƚƐŝƚƐďĞƐŝĚĞƚŚĞŵ! ? 
Employees will not be fully satisfied until the finer details have been addressed and colleagues have 
parity with those on the same level. In terms of the full remuneration package, bonuses also come 
ŝŶƚŽƉůĂǇŚĞƌĞǁŚŝĐŚŝƐƉĞƌĨŽƌŵĂŶĐĞƌĞůĂƚĞĚ ?ƐŽƚŚĞďĂŶŬ ?Ɛreturn to profitability is a forward step in 
the right direction.  
 
7.2 Employee resistance to knowledge sharing 
7.2.1 Mindset and attitudes 
 “ ? ? ?ǇŽƵ ?ƌĞŬŝŶĚŽĨĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞĚƚŽĂƐŬĨŽƌŚĞůƉǁŚĞŶŶĞ ĚĞĚ ?ďƵƚƚŚĞŶǇŽƵ ?ƌĞĂůǁĂǇƐĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞĚƚŽƚƌǇ
and figure it ŽƵƚĨŽƌǇŽƵƌƐĞůĨĂŶĚƚŚĞŶŝĨǇŽƵƌĞĂůůǇĐĂŶ ?ƚĚŽŝƚ ?ƚŚĞŶǇŽƵƐŚŽƵůĚƋƵĞƌǇŝƚ ? ? ?ďƵƚŝĨ
ƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇŝŶǇŽƵƌƚĞĂŵŚĂƐŵŽǀĞĚŽŶƚŽĂŶŽƚŚĞƌƚĞĂŵǇŽƵǁŽƵůĚŶ ?ƚǁĂŶƚƚŽďĞƐĞĞŶƚŽŚĂƐƐůĞƚŚĞŵ
ĂŶĚƚŽƐĂǇƚŽƚŚĞŵ ‘Oh could you tell me how to do that again? ? ? 
Perceptions were considered important in the bank and people did not want to be seen as 
incompetent. Generally, employees were encouraged to think for themselves and develop into the 
position rather than replicate what others had done. This allowed employees to question previous 
methods and determine whether there was a better way of doing it. The level of support received 
however was very much dependent on the individual and the rapport built with that person as there 
was no real incentive to go out of your way to help others. Individuals differed in their attitudes 
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towards seeking support and how they would be perceived by colleagues when addressing 
knowledge gaps.   
 “ ? ? ?ǁŚĞƌĞ/ŚĂǀĞĂƌĂƉƉŽƌƚǁŝƚŚĐŽůůĞĂŐƵĞƐ/ ?ĚƌĂƚŚĞƌũƵƐƚĂƐŬƚŚĞŵĂƐŽƉƉŽƐĞĚƚŽƚƌǇŝŶŐƚŽĨŝŐƵƌĞ 
things out on your own... I mean, lazy is not the word but I want to get things done and so asking 
ƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇǁŽƵůĚƐĂǀĞŵĞƚŝŵĞ ? ? ?/ ?ŵŶŽƚƚŽŽĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚĂďŽƵƚǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚĞǇƚŚŝŶŬƐŚŽƵůĚŚĞŬŶŽǁ
ƚŚŝƐ ? ? ?ǁŚĞŶŝƚ ?ƐĐůĞĂƌ/ĚŽŶ ?ƚŬŶŽǁ! ?  
The type of relationship that colleagues had with one another thus influenced the level of 
interaction they had and therefore the quantity and quality of knowledge sharing. Whilst employees 
were self conscious of the way they are perceived, there were those who were willing to do take 
shortcuts to save time, and hence would not regard the workload of others in their quest to 
complete their own tasks. The fast-paced nature of the banking industry means employees are 
constantly prioritising tasks and by utilising relationships for the purpose of redistributing 
knowledge, colleagues could maximise their utility. As all employees look to maximise their utility, 
the level of workload an individual had directly influenced the level of support they were willing to 
provide.   
 “ ? ? ?ŝĨƚŚĞƌequest is just nonce quite frankly then why should one waste their time to reply to it 
ďĞĐĂƵƐĞƚŚĞǇ ?ǀĞŐŽƚĞŶŽƵŐŚƚŽĚŽŽŶĂĚĂŝůǇďĂƐŝƐďĞƐŝĚĞƐŚĂǀŝŶŐƚŽĂŶƐǁĞƌƐŽŵĞďŽĚǇĞůƐĞ ?Ɛ
ƌĞƋƵĞƐƚ ? ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐŶ ?ƚƌĞĂůůǇƌĞůĞǀĂŶƚƚŽƚŚĞŝƌũŽď. ? 
So whilst many in the bank would claim to be as helpful as they can when dealing with queries from 
colleagues, only some of these employees genuinely provide support and assistance for the 
development of others. For other employees, the level of support they were willing to provide was 
dependent on the value they can extract themselves and hence the motivation is primarily self-gain. 
These employees felt the need to see the value of their actions to justify the time and effort spent, 
although again the rapport colleagues shared had an influence.  
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7.2.2 Knowledge transfer between individuals 
Where employees did not see themselves as being suitably recognised for their influence, this 
impacted the extent to which employees were willing to share knowledge going forward. 
 “ ? ? ?ǁĞĚŽŶ ?ƚũƵƐƚŐĞƚĂďŽŶƵƐŶŽǁŽŶǁŚĞƚŚĞƌǁĞ ?ǀĞŵĞƚŽƵƌ ǆƉĞĐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĞǆĐĞĞĚĞĚƚŚĞŵĞƚĐ ? ? ?ŝĨ
there are 100 people in Corporate Banking Risk and 50 at band 4, there has got to be the x percent 
that have exceeded expectations, the biggest bulk that has met, and there has got to be 20 percent 
ƚŚĂƚŚĂǀĞŶ ?ƚŵĞƚ ? ? ?ƐŽ/ ?ŵĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚůǇĐŽŵƉĞƚŝŶŐǁŝƚŚŵǇƉŝĞƌƐďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝĨ/ǁĂŶƚƚŽŐĞƚĂŐŽŽĚďŽŶƵƐ
/ ?ǀĞŐŽƚƚŽŵĂŬĞƐƵƌĞ/ ?ŵŝŶƚŚĂƚƚŽƉƉƌŽƉŽƌƚŝŽŶ... ? 
The competitive attitude of employees can be part attributed to the bonus scheme that the 
organisation operates. The incentive scheme encourages employees to not rest on laurels but to 
continuously strive to be the best they can be. Whilst an employee may feel they have done enough 
to merit recognition for their efforts in a given period, their achievements may be dwarfed by those 
ŽĨƚŚĞŝƌƉĞĞƌƐĂŶĚƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůŵĂǇŝŶĨĂĐƚĚƌŽƉŝŶƚŽƚŚĞůŽǁĞƌƋƵĂƌƚŝůĞŽĨƉĞŽƉůĞǁŚŽŚĂǀĞŶ ?ƚŵĞƚ
expectations, in relation to peers albeit.  
 “ ? ? ?ŝĨƐŽŵĞŽŶĞƐĂŝĚƚŽŵĞ/ŚĂǀĞƚŚŝƐŝƐƐƵĞ- have you had this before? I would tell them how I came to 
solve it but I might not tell them all the ins and outs and who my contacts are because... obviously 
that makes me do my job better than say my peer. ? 
Where the recipient was a senior employee, sharing knowledge was more desirable from the 
ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ƐǀŝĞǁƉŽŝŶƚĂƐƚŚŝƐŚĞůƉĞĚĞŶŚĂŶĐĞƚŚĞǁĂǇŝŶǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞǇǁĞƌĞƉĞƌĐĞŝǀĞĚ ?,ŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?
where colleagues are in the same category band, implicitly there is competition amongst them as 
individuals are generally motivated by personal advancement and thus moving up to the next band. 
Whilst there is sufficient scope in the current incentive scheme to reward individual excellence, the 
bonus pot was set collectively depending on the success of that team in relation to other teams, 
which created competition amongst teams in the organisation.    
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7.2.3 Knowledge transfer between teams 
  “ ? ? ?/ ?ǀĞ seen two or three instances where we have been working on an initiative and somebody in 
corporate markets has started doing something similar... ? 
As each team collectively strives to exceed expectations, competition between teams was 
accentuated, not least to increase the size of their bonus pot. Knowledge sharing between 
departments suffered as a result and teams were largely unaware of what other teams across the 
ŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶǁĞƌĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇǁŽƌŬŝŶŐŽŶĂŶĚŝĨƚŚĞǇ ?ĚĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞĚƐŝŵŝůĂƌŝƐƐƵĞƐ ?tŚŝůƐƚŵĂŶǇ
ĞŵƉůŽǇĞĞƐƐƚĂƚĞĚƚŚĞǇĚŝĚŶ ?ƚĂĐƚŝǀĞůǇƐŚĂƌĞĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝǀĞŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞǁŝƚŚŽƚŚĞƌƚĞĂŵƐĂŶĚďƵƐŝŶĞƐƐ
areas, they claimed they were not necessarily encouraged to do so either as this was not a primary 
focus.  
 “ ? ? ?ŝƚǁŽƵůĚŵĂŬĞŵƵĐŚŵŽƌĞƐĞŶƐĞĨŽƌĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĚŝǀŝƐŝŽŶ ƚŽǁŽƌŬƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌŽŶƐŽůǀŝŶŐƐŽůƵƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚ
just improving the relations really... but when it comes down to it a lot of these divisions are in 
ĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚĞĂĐŚŽƚŚĞƌƐŽƚŚĞƌĞŝƐŶ ?ƚĂůǁĂǇƐĂĚĞƐŝƌĞƚŽƐŚĂƌĞŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ
divisions... they always compete with each other even though they are part of the same group, and 
ĞƋƵĂůůǇƚŚĞŚŝŐŚĞƌƵƉǇŽƵŐĞƚƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂůŽƚŵŽƌĞĞŐŽ ?ƐŝŶǀŽůǀĞĚ ? ? ?ĂŶĚƉĞŽƉůĞĚŽŶ ?ƚŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůǇƉƵƌƐƵĞ
their own agendas... ? 
The task of interacting with other divisions and business areas was left primarily to those higher up 
in the organisation. As these people are judged by the performance of their team in relation to other 
ƚĞĂŵƐ ?ƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂĚĞƐŝƌĞƚŽŵĂǆŝŵŝƐĞƚŚĞƚĞĂŵ ?ƐĐŽůůective impact which as we see, could be 
restrictive to other teams. As higher-level employees did not necessarily have a full understanding of 
the technical complexities that lower level individuals encountered, they were unable to determine 
how mutual benefits could have been achieved through collaboration across divisions. As a result, 
individuals at a local level were largely unaware of what knowledge other teams had with regards to 
an issue  W knowledge which could have been crucial in resolving that particular issue.   
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8. Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to examine how effective Knowledge Management (KM) supported by 
Communities of Practise (CoPs) could help facilitate the integration of an acquisition or merged 
company through effective knowledge transfer between the two units. In doing so, a key aim of the 
research was to explore the issues that could influence its success in a merged organisation. The 
organisation at the centre of my analysis, Lloyds Banking Group (LBG), along with most organisations 
ŝŶƚŽĚĂǇ ?ƐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĞĐŽŶŽŵǇĂůƌĞĂĚǇƵƚŝůŝƐĞĐŽŵŵŽŶ<DƚŽŽůƐǁŚŝĐŚĐĂŶĨĂĐŝůŝƚĂƚĞƚŚĞƚƌĂŶƐĨĞƌŽĨ
knowledge over great physical distance such as videoconferences and email, and to a wider 
audience such as intranets and portals. This does not mean that these organisations practise KM 
however as this needs to be nurtured. For an organisation to achieve a competitive advantage 
through KM, reciprocal transfer of knowledge needs to take place and this can only occur through 
the management of people (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Where this takes place, there is likely to be a 
free flow of knowledge throughout the organisation and where organisations are newly merged, this 
flow of knowledge can facilitate the integration of the acquired and acquiring unit more quickly.  
The speed of integration is a key success factor for the integration process as mergers create 
considerable disruption to working practises (Homburg & Bucerius, 2006). Hence there is a need to 
reduce the time it takes to integrate the two firms in order to reduce employee uncertainty, achieve 
potential cost savings and realise synergies (Pautler, 2003). As mergers result in the acquisition of 
ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌĨŝƌŵ ?ƐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞďĂƐĞ ?ƚŚĞƐƵĐĐĞƐƐŽĨƚŚĞŝŶƚĞŐƌĂƚŝŽŶƉƌŽĐĞƐƐƉŽƐƚ-merger is dependent on 
how effectively the two knowledge bases can be integrated into one knowledge system. As 
knowledge is either explicit or tacit, it resides in both the Information Technology (IT) systems and 
the employees of the organisations (Bhatt, 2001). In order to combine the knowledge bases of the 
acquired and acquiring unit, the organisation need to integrate both the two IT systems and the 
people in both units. Integration of systems is needed to provide good quality, useful, accurate and 
timely information and these systems need to operate efficiently by ensuring system availability, 
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reliability and responsiveness (Buck-Lew et al, 1992). Integrating these systems therefore serves as a 
facilitator of operational and organisational integration (McKiernan & Merali, 1995).  
Integrating the two teams of the acquired and acquiring unit can be more problematic and requires 
the adoption of a structure which can overcome rigid hierarchical structures, such as those in the 
banking industry, and facilitate knowledge transfer across organisational boundaries. It is argued 
that Communities of Practise can play a key role in this process as its informal structure can stretch 
across organisational boundaries (Breu & Hemingway, 2002) and thus facilitate the sharing of 
knowledge between two heritage teams by providing a platform for sustained interaction and 
discussion. CoPs are therefore crucial in facilitating the free flow of knowledge within an 
organisation and this will inevitably speed up the process of integration. The extent to which 
knowledge disseminates freely across an organisation is dependent on overcoming barriers to both 
integration and knowledge sharing however, and these relate to both the IT systems and more 
predominantly the human resources of the organisation as we see. These barriers can prolong the 
integration process and in extreme cases lead to the failure of the merger (Schmidt, 2002).  
As organisational knowledge is articulated into explicit form, it is stored in the IT systems of the 
organisation which employees utilise to retrieve accurate, reliable and up-to-date information 
(Robbins & Stylianou, 1999). They are a critical resource for organisations and play a key role in their 
success, whether in terms of supporting business operations and managerial decision making or as a 
means of gaining a competitive advantage. The process of integrating systems is therefore crucial to 
the success of integration and to the merger overall (Stylianou et al, 1996). There is a need to 
integrate systems quickly so that the flow of information is minimally disrupted although this often 
proves difficult for a number of reasons. For example, systems integration planning generally 
receives little attention during merger planning depending on the nature of the deal (McKiernan & 
Merali, 1995) and this was the case at Lloyds Banking Group (LBG) as the merger was very much a 
rescue deal which left little time to plan for systems integration. Consequently barriers emerged 
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such as incompatibility between the various system components whilst systems software and 
programming languages also influenced integration. As LBG found out, the integration of non-
compatible systems is significantly time consuming and though two years have passed, the process 
may still take a considerable while longer. As systems integration is impeded, this can create 
information shortages and processing problems which disrupt the normal flow of business and 
potentially delay integration (Stylianou at al, 1996).  
Some organisations, including LBG, would therefore be required to maintain redundant and 
incompatible systems in order to maintain the required functionality and minimise disruption 
(McKiernan & Merali, 1995). In order to allow employees access to both systems at LBG whilst the 
two IT systems were being integrated behind the scenes, user interfaces were developed although 
disruption persisted due to information shortages arising from a lack of systems knowledge in using 
the software and programming languages. The knowledge gap here essentially led to greater 
duplication of effort and increasing likelihood of operational risks occurring. In order to address this 
knowledge gap and reduce inefficiencies, tools commonly used in KM were used by LBG, such as 
intranets and portals, to convey key information across the bank once it had been made explicit, 
such as systems knowledge. Knowledge on policies, procedures, governance and credit facilities for 
example was also made explicit and streamlined onto these sites in order to minimise inefficiencies 
through duplication of effort.  
This barrier to integration was subsequently minimised though there were still some areas where 
employees lacked knowledge. These issues often had to be resolved through dialogue with an 
employee from the other heritage team who was knowledgeable which created duplication of effort 
at times still. There is a need for one-to-many communication in some cases and CoPs may be of 
value here where these key people, knowledgeable in the system, can be made heads of certain 
CoPs and therefore respond to queries through this medium. This would eliminate having to tell 
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different people the same thing as responses could be codified and hence readily available to all 
employees.  
This is a crucial stage in the knowledge transfer (Nonaka, 1994), though focusing on this stage alone 
will not result in the free flow of knowledge within an organisation. Simply put, not all tacit 
knowledge can be articulated and organisations therefore need to focus more on the socialisation 
aspect of knowledge transfer and how they can facilitate the sharing of soft knowledge between 
employees at various levels across organisational boundaries. In essence, organisations need to 
determine how they can implement a KM system effectively that allows the free flow of tacit 
knowledge from both the acquired and acquiring unit across the organisation. Enhancing the flow of 
knowledge in an organisation can increase the rate of knowledge creation as knowledge is leveraged 
across various interrelated levels to suit individual needs. Community based models such as CoPs are 
effective in facilitating the sharing of such knowledge as transfer here requires a platform for 
interacting whereby individuals can share stories and experiences (Davenport et al, 1998). In 
addition CoPs can help enhance social networks within the organisation as its informal structure 
allows it to connect groups and individuals from both the acquiring and acquired unit of the 
organisation. As a result, they can help the integration of teams and thus contribute to breaking 
down the organisational boundary that exists within the merged organisation.    
As the implementation of KM and CoPs in an organisation changes the way people work, behave and 
interact with one another, it is very much considered to be another change initiative with similar 
impediments to successful change, one of which is user resistance. Intraorganisational knowledge 
sharing is considerably complex due to this resistance from certain groups or individuals on both 
sides of the organisational boundary (Ciborra & Patriota, 1998) and this can disrupt the free flow of 
knowledge across an organisation and thus lengthen the integration process considerably. Negative 
attitudes and emotions can have significant implications here, especially when knowledge transfer is 
an explicit M&A objective. This is because people may be unwilling to codify or pass on knowledge as 
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this may diminish their power and importance in the organisation, especially at times of uncertainty 
where redundancies for fear of being exploited or contaminated (Empson, 2001). Consequently, 
organisations need to ensure that their employees are the principle focus during the integration 
process (Schmidt, 2002) and that they remain motivated and committed in order to minimise any 
potential resistance to change which could increase the likelihood of knowledge localisation and 
unwillingness to document knowledge (Empson, 2001).  
Minimising employee resistance is therefore key to the integration process. From the analysis of 
LBG, we could see that employee resistance in the merged organisation is twofold as it can occur 
from an unwillingness to integrate with the other party in the merged organisation and from an 
unwillingness to share knowledge. The two are interrelated as knowledge sharing can only occur 
from a willingness to integrate with the other party. This willingness is dependent on organisational 
factors and how well they are addressed by the organisation. These include lack of communication, 
poor leadership, cultural differences and inability to resolve terms and conditions.  
In LBG, resistance from employees was part attributed to having to adapt to a new culture, a new 
way of working which may contrast significantly with how things were done previously which 
ĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶƚůǇĐƌĞĂƚĞĚƌĞƐĞŶƚŵĞŶƚ ?K ?Ğůů ?>ĞĂǀŝƚƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? dŚĞƌĞǁĞƌĞƉŽĐŬĞƚƐŽĨƌĞƐŝƐƚĂŶĐĞĨƌŽŵ
employees in the organisation though predominantly from the BOS heritage team who, in some 
cases, had changes imposed upon them. The vast majority it can be said acknowledged there was a 
need to change and that that this would make the organisation more stable in the long term. The 
issue of time was significant here (Graebner, 2004) as whilst resentment was considerably high 
initially, the benefits of the new approach only became evident after a period of time whereby 
employees can reflect on changes in policies and procedures. The terms and conditions have yet to 
be resolved however and this continues to cause resentment in the sense that employees on the 
same level in the two heritage teams have disparity in pay for example, despite sharing similar roles 
and responsibilities. Though this can be attributed to the involvement of unions prolonging 
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negotiations, disparity between employees would considerably restrict the transfer of knowledge 
across teams especially from those employees who feel less privileged.  
These issues need to be resolved therefore in order to maximise the impact of CoPs in facilitating the 
free flow of knowledge across teams, and only then can enabling conditions influence knowledge 
dissemination. The key enabler here is to create the appropriate atmosphere that will facilitate 
knowledge sharing across teams (Sitkin & Pablo, 2004), and effective communication and leadership 
is crucial to this. Due to the considerable disruption and upheaval that mergers create, this can be 
problematic and was certainly the case at LBG as the turmoil surrounding the takeover created huge 
uncertainty which had a considerable impact on the quality of information that was conveyed from 
leaders. Team morale plummeted and anxiety increased amongst employees as a result of poor 
communication here and culminated in employees, begrudged, losing complete faith and confidence 
in the top management team due to mismanagement from leaders. As the uncertainty passed over 
time however, communication improved as did employee relations with top management primarily 
because of the bank was more stable and this was reflected in the communication which became 
more timely and accurate as the leaders steered the bank out of troubled times. There is a much 
better atmosphere in the organisation as a result of much improved communication and leadership 
and the general mood is positive.  
Whilst the importance of time in easing resistance was demonstrated, Graebner (2004) makes a 
similar argument in that a slower and more cautious approach can make knowledge transfer more 
likely to occur whilst the quality of the transfer would also improve over time. Therefore 
organisations should wait for initial negative attitudes to alleviate, or address these rather, before 
ŝŵƉůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶŐĂŶŽƚŚĞƌĐŚĂŶŐĞŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞĂƐĐŚĂŶŐĞĂĨĨĞĐƚƐƉĞŽƉůĞƐ ?ĞŵŽƚŝŽŶƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚĂŐĂŝŶŵĂǇĐĂƵƐĞ
negative attitudes to increase and therefore have an adverse impact on employee willingness to 
share knowledge (Ranft & Lord, 2002). Only then should KM be implemented and efforts can 
subsequently be made to reduce barriers to knowledge sharing through the adoption of KM 
58 
 
principles and tools such as CoPs. This is necessary as providing a platform for knowledge sharing in 
the form of CoPs does not mean that employees will accordingly participate in these communities 
and share knowledge. Efforts need to be made to change the mindset and attitudes of individuals  W 
ƚŚĞƉƌĞĚŽŵŝŶĂŶƚďĂƌƌŝĞƌƚŽŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐŚĂƌŝŶŐ ?ĂƐĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐŐŝǀĞĂŶŝŶĚŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůƐ ?
emotions and consequently their willingness to share (Empson, 2001). This requires creating the 
appropriate culture that will enable knowledge sharing (Gurteen, 1999).  
Creating a culture of knowledge sharing effectively means making sharing knowledge the norm by 
encouraging employees to work more effectively together, to share and to collaborate, ultimately 
making organisational knowledge more productive. Wong (2005) believes incentives are key to the 
creation of a knowledge sharing culture in that they provide motivation for employees to practice 
KM. The culture at LBG however does not encourage knowledge sharing because of the way in which 
the incentive structures were devised. In fact, the criteria for bonuses actually encouraged 
knowledge hoarding. This is because whilst employees are encouraged to maximise their potential 
and influence on team success, their impact is measured in relation to their team and how everyone 
else has performed. This implicitly creates competition amongst employees to get into the top band 
above their peers not only for the bonuses that are offered here, but in order to gain recognition 
from peers and managers. As the bonus pot is set collectively against how well the team has 
performed in relation to other teams, knowledge that is manufactured within that team is rarely 
shared with other teams. Consequently, the attitude towards knowledge sharing amongst 
employees in the absence of relationships is that benefits from knowledge transfer should be mutual 
if they are to part with knowledge. In order to encourage knowledge sharing, rewards and incentives 
should have collaboration and teamwork elements to it to discourage opportunism although this 
would not be sufficient alone (Malhotra, 2004).  
DĐĞƌŵŽƚƚ ?K ?Ğůů ? ? ? ? ? ?ƐĞĞƚŚĞĨĂŝůƵƌĞƚŽĐƌĞĂƚĞĂŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞƐŚĂƌŝŶŐĐƵůƚƵƌĞĂƐĂƌĞƐƵůƚŽĨĨŝƌŵƐ
adjusting their organisational culture to fit their knowledge sharing goals rather than the reverse. 
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Consequently, organisations cannot just change their bonus structure and expect people to share 
knowledge as a result of this. Gammelgaard (2007) identified intrinsic incentives such as colleague 
acknowledgement and respect, personal development and improved reputation as more effective in 
creating a knowledge sharing culture as opposed to extrinsic incentives such as bonuses or 
promotions. Significantly, where KM is seen to facilitate working tasks and routines, the system and 
principles will encounter less resistance as opposed to where knowledge sharing is seen as a 
separate activity due to a misalignment of the system with working practises. Organisations need to 
therefore show a clear connection between the KM strategy and overall company goals (Riege, 
2005). This strategy should not just identify high level goals but also identify key needs and issues 
within the organisation, and provide a framework for addressing these. Good leadership is also 
significant in driving the KM program as these individuals are essentially role models for employees 
who will imitate their leaders if they are seen to exemplify the principles of KM (Sitkin & Pablo, 
2004). However as perceptions of leaders can deteriorate during the integration process, this can be 
problematic until these leaders have repaired employee relations and regained the trust and 
confidence of their workforce.   
Once the appropriate culture for knowledge sharing has been developed, and barriers to integration 
and knowledge sharing have been minimised, CoPs will facilitate the free dissemination of 
knowledge throughout both the acquired and acquiring unit of the organisation by providing the 
platform for social networking and thus knowledge transfer through sustained interaction and 
discussion. The development of strong communities, built on sound relationships, will enable 
employees to find the knowledge they require more swiftly and efficiently and therefore facilitate 
them in their role. The knowledge gaps that arise from redundancies and redeployments, as well as 
from gaps in systems knowledge, will subsequently shrink as employees utilise these networks to 
leverage knowledge. Knowledge acquired through such communities can be leveraged and reapplied 
for whatever purpose the knowledge was sought and this leads to the creation of new knowledge 
which can constitute a sustainable competitive advantage for the organisation. Where knowledge 
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sharing becomes the norm, individuals and groups from both the acquired and acquiring units will 
utilise CoPs, interact with one another more freely and build social networks resulting in the 
development of one social community and the implicit boundary within the merged organisation will 
subsequently diminish. The integration of the two knowledge bases here will speed up the 
integration process therefore and influence the success of the merger significantly by providing a 
strong and sound foundation in which to achieve synergies and future organic growth.  
 
9. Conclusion  
Organisations in a wide range of industries today acquire or merge with companies in order to 
acquire knowledge bases. Even where this is not the primary motive for mergers and acquisitions 
(M&As) ?ƚŚĞǇŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůǇƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶŽĨĂŶŽƚŚĞƌĨŝƌŵ ?ƐŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞďĂƐĞĂŶĚƚŚĞƐƵĐĐĞƐƐŽĨĂŶǇ
merger or acquisition is therefore dependent on being able to integrate the two knowledge bases. 
There is a need to integrate these knowledge bases effectively and quickly as not doing so can lead 
to the failure of any merger or acquisition. Effective Knowledge Management (KM) can help shorten 
the integration period by combining the two knowledge bases effectively to facilitate the free 
dissemination of knowledge across the boundary that exists between the acquired and acquiring 
firms, which can also lead to the creation of new knowledge. Whilst this can constitute a significant 
advantage for the organisation, the boundary that exists between the workforce is also diminished 
as teams and individuals from both firms interact and collaborate with one another more effectively 
and this can lead to the development of one social community. 
In order to facilitate the free flow of knowledge, the organisation has to pay consideration to their IT 
systems and human resources. The explicit component to knowledge resides primarily in the IT 
systems of the two firms and these need to be integrated in order to reduce information shortages 
and knowledge gaps. Depending on the size of the firm being acquired, this can be a time-consuming 
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and complex task although just as critical and maybe more problematic is integrating the workforce 
of the acquired firm with that of the acquiring firm. Effectively managing the human resources of an 
organisation is critical to any change initiative and HR therefore play a key role in communication, 
retaining key employees and deploying appropriate across a newly acquired or merged firm. As the 
implementation of KM in an organisation creates considerable change to working practises and 
procedures which have already been modified to incorporate best practises from both firms, the 
need for effective human resource management (HRM) is accentuated and this can have a critical 
impact on the success of both initiatives. 
It is the human resources of the organisation that present the biggest obstacle to the free 
dissemination of knowledge throughout the organisation as, though explicit knowledge resides in 
the IT systems of the company and artefacts, organisational knowledge is predominantly tacit in 
nature and resides in the employees and the relationships that exist between them. Managing tacit 
knowledge is problematic due to its sticky, socially complex and causally ambiguous nature and in 
order to facilitate the free flow of this knowledge, organisations need to provide an informal, 
structured environment that can support interactions and discussions between colleagues, as this is 
key to the transfer of tacit knowledge. As M&As result in two unique sets of workforce operating 
under one group, there is a need to facilitate the free flow of knowledge across this organisational 
boundary that exists initially and it is argued that communities of practise (CoPs) can provide an 
effective solution to this. The informal structure of a CoP means they can overcome rigid hierarchical 
boundaries and stretch across organisational boundaries. 
Imposing a KM initiative in an organisation supported by CoPs does not necessarily cause the free 
dissemination of knowledge across an organisation as resilience from groups and individuals will 
hinder the success of such an initiative. In order to facilitate the process of integration, organisations 
need to focus on how they can nurture a knowledge sharing culture. The main obstacles that 
organisations have to overcome, as identified from this study, is changing the mindset and attitudes 
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of individuals and this requires developing a new culture whereby colleagues are supportive to one 
another and reciprocal knowledge sharing is the norm. In order for this to happen, employees need 
to realise they are not competing with one another and instead need to have a collective approach 
to work tasks. This will limit opportunistic behaviour which impedes the free flow of knowledge 
within an organisation. The rewards and incentives schemes that organisations devise including 
criteria for bonuses can have a significant impact on the creation of such a culture although this is 
merely part of the solution and efforts have to be made therefore to satisfy the intrinsic motivations 
of employees. These people need to be recognised in order to gain any fluency to the flow of 
knowledge in an organisation.                   
Making efforts to enhance knowledge sharing through the adoption of a KM initiative and the 
development of CoPs in an organisation may prove fruitless if resistance from employees, as a result 
of the merger or acquisition, is considerable and widespread. This presents a significant barrier not 
just to the KM initiative but to the integration process overall and organisations need to address 
these barriers first and foremost to prevent the failure of the merger or acquisition. They are 
prerequisites for knowledge sharing in a newly merged organisation and therefore considered key 
success factors for KM in M&As. Terms and conditions need to be resolved to ensure parity between 
peers as this can create a significant divide. The biggest obstacle however is overcoming cultural 
differences between the two sets of workforce and time will be a key factor in employees becoming 
used to the new customs and policies of the organisation and what is expected of them. There is a 
need to minimise resistance to change here and for this, the appropriate atmosphere needs to be 
developed in the organisation that will encourage knowledge sharing between the two units. This 
requires accurate and timely communication as this will alleviate anxiety and by ensuring that the 
leaders of the organisation are on the same wavelength as those working at local level, employees 
are likely to be more committed and motivated to do their part. Poor communication and a lack of 
leadership can have a significant adverse effect on team morale and this would hinder any 
knowledge sharing initiative.      
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By creating the appropriate atmosphere, the organisation can foster the knowledge sharing culture 
that will enhance the process of knowledge creation and transfer in an organisation, which not only 
increases the value and use of knowledge in the organisation, but also leads to better integration of 
the two knowledge bases and sets of workforce. As the boundary in a merged organisation 
diminishes and knowledge flows freely, the workforce of both the acquired and acquiring firm 
become less differentiated and this can lead to the development of one social community where 
reciprocal knowledge sharing is the norm. This can lead to faster decision making and less likelihood 
of operational risk occurring as a result of knowledge gaps. KM supported with CoPs therefore 
provides a newly merged organisation with a sustainable competitive advantage as knowledge is 
leveraged across interrelated levels across the organisation more effectively and efficiently. The 
implementation of KM and CoPs is therefore integral to the integration process post-merger, 
although success here is dependent on the extent to which barriers are reduced.     
 
10. Limitations to the study and future research  
There are certain limitations to this study. For one, only six people were interviewed from Lloyds 
Banking Group (LBG) due to time constraints and these included three employees from Lloyds TSB 
heritage and three from HBOS heritage. The interviews conducted here provided me with a rich and 
deeper insight into the social reality and inner worlds of participants. However as the analysis was 
based on a limited number of participants, this could limit the generalisability of the findings in this 
study and future research here should therefore use a wider research population which may 
highlight other issues in the integration process that impact the development of CoPs as part of a 
KM initiative in newly merged organisations. My existing relationship with the interviewees was 
another limitation to the study as I had a strong rapport with the participants from the Lloyds TSB 
heritage team but no prior relationship with the HBOS heritage employees. This could have had a 
significant effect on the accounts produced by the interviewees and their ability to tell inner truths.  
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As the analysis of this study focused on the case of one merger, which involved two organisations 
from the banking industry, there are concerns that this could also limit the generalisability of the 
findings. This is a common misunderstanding however as Flyvbjerg (2006) asserted that it is possible 
to generalise on the basis of a single case and that this may be central to scientific development via 
generalisation as supplement or alternative to other methods. In order to enhance the robustness of 
the findings of this study therefore, future research should extend the research scope to other 
knowledge intensive industries and other countries also. Careful consideration needs to be paid to 
the timing of any primary research carried out here as findings can differ with regards to the 
different stages of the integration process.  
Thematic analysis was utilised in order to analyse the responses from the interview process and the 
themes identified here were done through a theoretical manner. This implies the analysis was driven 
by the analytic interest of the research question and other issues impacting the integration process 
may not have been identified as a result. An inductive or grounded theory approach, which is more 
data-driven, could be utilised in future research to highlight these other issues which may not have 
been identified in the findings of this study.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
65 
 
References 
Alavi, M. & Leidner, D. E. (2001) Knowledge Management and Knowledge Management Systems: 
Conceptual Foundations and Research Issues. MIS Quarterly. 25(1): Pp. 107-136. 
Alvesson, M. (2003) Beyond Neopositivists, Romantics, and Localists: A Reflexive Approach to 
Interviews in Organizational Research. The Academy of Management Review.  28(1): Pp. 13-33. 
Argote, L. & Ingram, P. (2000) Knowledge Transfer: A Basis for Competitive Advantage in Firms. 
Organizational Behaviour and Human Decision Processes. 82(1): Pp. 150-169. 
Armstrong, M. (2000) The Name Has Changed But Has the Game Remained the Same? Employee 
Relations. 22(6): Pp. 576-93. 
Barney, J. B. (1996) The Resource-based Theory of the Firm. Organization Science. 7(5): Pp. 469. 
Bhatt, G. D. (2001) Knowledge Management in Organizations: Examining the Interaction between 
Technologies, Techniques, and People. Journal of Knowledge Management. 5(1): Pp. 68-75. 
Bourdon, I. & Kimble, C. (2008) Some Success Factors for the Communal Management of Knowledge. 
International Journal of Information Management. 28(6): Pp. 461-467. 
Bramson, R. S. (2000) Some Comparisons of and Comments about Carrot and Stick Licensing. 
Working Paper. Pp. 1-5.  
Braun, V. & Clarke, V. (2006) Using Thematic Analysis in PsycholŽŐǇ ? ?Qualitative Research in 
Psychology. 3(2): Pp. 77-101. 
Bresman, H., Birkinshaw, J. & Nobel, R. (1999) Knowledge Transfer in International Acquisitions: A 
Retrospective. Journal of International Business Studies. 30(3): Pp. 439-462. 
66 
 
Breu, K. & Hemingway, C. (2002) Collaborative Processes and Knowledge Creation in Communities-
of-Practice. Creativity and Innovation Management. 11(3): Pp. 147-153. 
Brown, J. & Isaacs, D. (1996) Conversation as a Core Business Process. The Systems Thinker. 7(10).  
Buck-Lew, M., Wardle, C. E. & Pliskin, N. (1992) Accounting for Information Technology in Corporate 
Acquisitions. Information and Management. 22(6): Pp. 363-369. 
Capron, L. & Hulland, J. (1999) Redeployment of Brands, Sales Forces, and General Marketing 
Management Expertise following Horizontal Acquisitions: A Resource-Based View. Journal of 
Marketing. 63(2): Pp. 41-54. 
Capron, L. (1996) Mechanism of Value Creation in Horizontal Mergers and Acquisitions: A Test of 
Efficiency, Market Power and Resource-based Arguments. Richard Ivey School of Business Working 
Paper. 96(23) 
Capron, L., Dussage, P. & Mitchell, W. (1998) Resource Redeployment following Horizontal 
Acquisitions in Europe and North America, 1988-1992. Strategic Management Journal. 19(7): Pp. 
631-661. 
Chase, R. L. (1997) The Knowledge-Based Organization: An International Survey. Journal of 
Knowledge Management. 1(1): Pp. 38-49. 
Ciborra, C. U. & Patriota, G. (1998) Groupware and Teamwork in R&D: Limits to Learning and 
Innovation. R&D Management. 28(1): Pp. 1-10. 
Davenport, T. H. & Prusak, L. (1998) Working Knowledge: How Organizations Manage What They 
Know. Boston: Harvard Business School Press. 
67 
 
Davenport, T. H. (1994) ^ĂǀŝŶŐ/d ?Ɛ^ŽƵů P,ƵŵĂŶ-Centered Information Management. Harvard 
Business Review. Pp. 119-131.  
DeNisi, A. S., Hitt, M. A. & Jackson S. E. (2003) Managing Knowledge for Sustained Competitive 
Advantage: Designing Strategies for Effective Human Resource Management. San Francisco: John 
Wiley and Sons. 
Dierickx, I. & Cool, K. (1989) Asset Stock Accumulation and Sustainability of Competitive Advantage. 
Management Science. 35(12): Pp. 1504-1511. 
Empson, L. (2001) Fear of Exploitation and Fear of Contamination: Impediments to Knowledge 
Transfer in Mergers between Professional Service firms. Human Relations. 54(7): Pp. 839-861. 
Gammelgaard, J. (2007) Why Not Use Incentives to Encourage Knowledge Sharing. Journal of 
Knowledge Management Practice. 8(1). 
Gannon-Leary, P. M. & Fontainha, E. (2007) Communities of Practice and Virtual Learning 
Communities: Benefits, Barriers and Success Factors. ELearning Papers, 5  
Gephart, R. (2004) Qualitative Research and the Academy of Management Journal. Academy of 
Management Journal. 47(4): Pp. 454-462. 
Graebner, M. E. (2004) Momentum and Serendipity: How Acquired Leaders Create Value in the 
Integration of Technology Firms. Strategic Management Journal, 25: Pp. 751-777. 
Grant, R. (1996) Towards a Knowledge-based Theory of the Firm. Strategic Management Journal, 17: 
Pp. 109-122. 
Gupta, B., Iyer, L. S. & Aronson, J. E. (2000) Knowledge Management: Practice and Challenges. 
Industrial Management and Data Systems. 100(1): Pp. 17-21. 
68 
 
Gurteen, D. (1999) Creating a Knowledge Culture. Knowledge Management Magazine. 2(5). 
Halawi, L. A., Aronson, J. E. & McCarthy, R. V. (2005) Resource-based View of Knowledge 
Management for Competitive Advantage. The Electronic Journal of Knowledge Management. 3(2): 
Pp. 75-86. 
Haspeslagh, P. C. & Jemison, D. B. (1991) Managing Acquisitions - Creating Value Through Corporate 
Renewal ? ?EĞǁzŽƌŬ ?h^ PdŚĞ&ƌĞĞWƌĞƐƐ ? 
Hauschild, S., Licht, T. & Stein, W. (2001) Creating a Knowledge Culture. The McKinsey Quarterly, 1: 
Pp. 74-81. 
Hildreth, P. M. & Kimble, C. (2000) Communities of Practice in the Distributed 
International Environment. The Journal of Knowledge Management. 4(1): Pp. 27-37.  
Hildreth, P. M. & Kimble, C. (2002) The Duality of Knowledge. Information Research. 8(1). 
Hlapanis, G. & Dimitracopoulou, A. (2007) The School-Teacher's Learning Community: Matters of 
Communication Analysis. Technology, Pedagogy and Education. 16(2): Pp. 133-151.  
Holstein, J. A. & Gubrium, J. (1997) Active Interviewing. In D. Silverman (Ed.): Qualitative research: 
Theory, method and practice. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. Pp. 113-129. 
Homburg, C. & Bucerius, M. (2006) Is Speed really a Success Factor of Mergers and Acquisitions? An 
Empirical Analysis of the Role of Internal and External Relatedness. Strategic Management Journal. 
27(4): Pp. 347-367. 
Huber, G. P. (1991) Organizational Learning: The Contribution Process and the Literatures. 
Organization Science. 2(1): Pp. 88-115. 
69 
 
Jemison, D. B. & Sitkin, S. (1986) Acquisitions: The Process Can be a Problem. Harvard Business 
Review. 64(2): Pp. 107-111. 
Juriado, R. & Gustafsson, N. (2007) Emergent Communities of Practice in Temporary Inter-
Organisational Partnerships. Learning Organization. 14(1): Pp. 50-61.  
Kaplan S. (2002). Models for Group and Organizational Collaboration KM Tools: Collaboration Tools 
& Articles. [online] Available at: www.icasit.orh/km/tools/collabsite.htm [Accessed 15 June 2010] 
Kimble, C. & Hildreth, P. (2005) Dualities, Distributed Communities of Practice and Knowledge 
DĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ? ?Journal of Knowledge Management. 9(4): Pp. 102-113. 
Kimble, C., Hildreth, P. & Wright, P. (2000) Communities of Practice: Going virtual. In Y. Malhotra 
(Ed.): Knowledge Management and Business Model Innovation. Idea Group Publishing, Hershey, 
London, Pp. 220-234. 
Lave, J. & Wenger, E. (1991) Situated Learning. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  
Leonard-Barton, D. (1995) Wellsprings of Knowledge: Building and Sustaining the Sources of 
Innovation. Boston: Harvard Business Press. 
Lippleman, S. A. & Rumelt, R. P. (1982) Uncertain Imitability: An Analysis of Interfirm Differences in 
Efficiency Under Competition. Bell Journal of Economics, 13: Pp. 418-438. 
Madhok, A. (1997) Cost, Value and Foreign Market Entry Mode: The Transaction and the Firm. 
Strategic Management Journal. 18(1): Pp. 39-53. 
Maglitta, J. (1996) Know-,Žǁ ?/ŶĐ ? ?Computerworld. 29(23): Pp. 84-86. 
Malhotra, N. K. (2004) Marketing Research: An Applied Orientation. London: Prentice-Hall 
International. 4(4): Pp. 100-133.  
70 
 
Malhotra, Y. (1998) Deciphering the Knowledge Management Hype. Journal for Quality and 
Participation. 21(4): Pp. 58-60. 
DĐĞƌŵŽƚƚ ?Z ? ?K ?Ğůů ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?KǀĞƌĐŽŵŝŶŐƵůƚƵƌĂůĂƌƌŝĞƌƐƚŽ^ŚĂƌŝŶŐ<ŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞ ?Journal of 
knowledge Management. 5(1): Pp. 76-85. 
McKiernan P. & Merali, Y. (1995) Integrating Information Systems after a Merger: Key Success 
Factors. Long Range Planning. 28(4): Pp. 54-62. 
Nonaka, I. & Takeuchi, H. (1995) The knowledge-Creating Company: How Japanese Companies 
Create the Dynamics of Innovation. New York: Oxford University Press. 
Nonaka, I. (1991) The Knowledge Creating Company. Harvard Business Review, 69: Pp. 96-104. 
Nonaka, I. (1994) A Dynamic Theory of Organizational Knowledge Creation. Organization Science. 
5(1): Pp. 76-85. 
K ?Ğůů ? ? ?>ĞĂǀŝƚƚ ?W ? ? ? ? ? ? ?dŚĞǆĞĐƵƚŝǀĞ ?ƐZŽůĞŝŶ<ŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ. United States: APQC. 
Patton, M. Q. (1990) Qualitative Evaluation and Research Methods. 2
nd
 ed. Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
Pautler, P. A. (2003) Evidence on Mergers and Acquisitions. Antitrust Bulletin. 48(1): Pp. 119-221. 
Polanyi, M. (1967) The Tacit Dimension. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 
Ranft, A. & Lord, M. (2002) Acquiring New Technologies and Capabilities: A Grounded Model of 
Acquisition Implementation. Organization Science. 13(4): Pp. 420-441. 
Reed, S. F., Lajoux, A. R. & Nesvold, H. P. (2007) The Art of M&A: A Merger, Acquisition, Buyout 
Guide. USA: 4
th
 ed. McGraw-Hill.  
71 
 
Riege, A. (2005) Three-Dozen Knowledge-Sharing Barriers Managers Must Consider. Journal of 
Knowledge Management. 9(3): Pp. 18-35. 
Robbins, S. S. & Stylianou, A. C. (1999) Post-Merger Systems Integration: The Impact on IS 
Capabilities. Information & Management, 36: Pp. 205-212. 
Schmidt, J. A. (2002) Making Mergers Work: The Strategic Importance of People. Alexandria, VA: A 
Towers Perrin/SHRM. 
Schutz, A. (1973) Collected Papers 1: The Problem of Social Reality (M. Natanson, Ed.). The Hague, 
the Netherlands: Nijhoff 
Serrat, O. (2008). Managing Knowledge Workers. Knowledge Solutions, 12: Pp. 1-3. 
Seubert, E., Balaji, Y. Makhija, M. (2001) Building Competitive Advantage through Effective 
Knowledge Management: The Knowledge Imperative. CIO Magazine, S1-S4, (1)  
Sharratt, M. & Usoro, A. (2003) Understanding Knowledge-Sharing in Online Communities of 
Practice. Electronic Journal on Knowledge Management. 1(2).  
Sitkin, S. B & Pablo, A. L (2004). The Neglected Importance of Leadership in Mergers and 
Acquisitions. In Stahl, G. K. & Mendenhall, M.: Mergers and acquisitions: Managing culture and 
human resources. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press. Pp. 208-227 
^ƚĂƌ ?^ ?: ? ?'ƌŝĞƐĞŵĞƌ ?: ? ? ? ? ? ? ?/ŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂůĐŽŶŽŵǇ ? ‘dƌĂŶƐůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ?ĂŶĚŽƵŶĚĂƌǇKďũĞĐƚƐ P
Amateurs and Professionals in Berkeley's Museum of Vertebrate Zoology 1907-39. Social Studies 
Sciences. 19(9): Pp. 387-420.  
Stenmark, D. (2001) Leverage Tacit Organizational Knowledge. Journal of Management Information 
Systems. 5(3): Pp. 9-24. 
72 
 
Stylianou, A. C., Jeffries, C. J. & Robbins, S. S. (1996) Corporate Mergers and the Problems of IS 
Integration. Information and Management. 31(4): Pp. 1-11. 
Szulanksi, G. (1997) Exploring Internal Stickiness: Impediments to the Transfer of Best Practice within 
the Firm. Management Journal, 17: Pp. 27-43. 
Vance, D.M. (1997), Information, Knowledge, and Wisdom: the Epistemic Hierarchy and Computer-
based Information System, Proceedings of the 1997 America's Conference on Information Systems, 
[online]. Available at: http://hsb.baylor.edu/ramsower/ais.ac.97/papers/vance.htm, [Accessed 18
 
July 2008] 
 Wenger, E. (1998) Communities of Practice: Learning, Meaning and Identity. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 
Wenger, E., McDermott, R. & Snyder, W. (2002) Cultivating Communities of Practice: A Guide to 
Managing Knowledge. Cambridge: Harvard Business School Press. 
Wernerfelt, B. (1984) A Resource-Based View of the Firm. Strategic Management Journal. 5(2): Pp. 
171-180. 
Wong, K. Y. (2005) Critical Success Factors for Implementing Knowledge Management in Small and 
DĞĚŝƵŵŶƚĞƌƉƌŝƐĞƐ ? ?Industrial Management and Data Systems. 105(3): Pp. 261-279. 
Wyatt, J. C. (2001) Management of Explicit and Tactic Knowledge. Journal of the Royal Society of 
Medicine, 94: Pp. 6-9. 
 
 
 
73 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendices 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
74 
 
Key Terms  
(provided with questionnaire) 
 
Knowledge Management (KM) can be thought of as the management of knowledge whereby firms 
collect, organise, share and analyse their knowledge in terms of documents, sources and the skills of 
people.  
 
Tacit knowledge (as opposed to explicit knowledge) is knowledge that is difficult to transfer to 
another person by means of writing it down or verbalising it. With tacit knowledge, people are not 
often aware of the knowledge they possess or how it can be valuable to others. Effective transfer of 
tacit knowledge generally requires extensive personal contact and trust. An example of tacit 
knowledge is the ability to ride a bicycle. 
- The part of what people know that can be articulated is referred to as 'hard knowledge' 
and the part of what people know that cannot be articƵůĂƚĞĚŝƐƌĞĨĞƌƌĞĚƚŽĂƐ ‘ƐŽĨƚ
knowledge'.  
 
Explicit knowledge on the other hand is knowledge that has been or can be articulated, codified, 
and stored in certain media. It can be readily transmitted to others. The information contained in 
reports is a good example of explicit knowledge. 
 
Communities of Practise (CoPs) can be defined as groups of people informally bound together by 
shared expertise and passion for a joint enterprise. The notion is that groups of people deepen their 
knowledge of a shared interest, subject or common problem through participation in CoPs, whereby 
they share their experiences and knowledge in creative, free-flowing ways that foster new 
approaches to problems. 
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Original questionnaire 
 
Transfer of tacit knowledge 
- To what extent are attempts made to extract important knowledge from people who are 
leaving the organisation? 
o Was this method effective in retrieving valuable knowledge from the individual?    
o Has this created a knowledge gap within the team? 
- To what extent do you have much sustained interaction with individuals who have a similar 
knowledge base to you? 
o Do you frequently share knowledge and solutions for example? 
o What reservations may you have about sharing invaluable tacit knowledge? 
o What would encourage you to share more knowledge reciprocally? E.g. incentives? 
Structured environment for knowledge sharing? Recognition? Realisation of 
benefits?    
 
Current state of knowledge integration  
- To what extent has the merger created wider pool of knowledge for you and your team? 
o How have you managed to integrate two knowledge bases in your team and has this 
led to information overload? 
o What difficulties have you had, as a result of a larger knowledge base, in locating 
information/expertise/people efficiently?  
- To what extent were business and cultural differences apparent between the two firms? 
o How did this impact working relationships? 
o What were these differences and did this create a boundary between employees of 
the two firms? 
o Have you managed to overcome these differences and if so, how? 
 
Effectiveness of HRM 
- How effective was communication during the integration process? 
o To what extent did it reduce any anxiety about job losses? 
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o To what extent was employee morale affected and did this create any conflict within 
the workplace? 
- How would you describe the effectiveness of leadership during the integration process? 
o Did senior-level leaders communicate frequently and actively come out and talk to 
employees about their concerns relating to the merger? 
o What concerns did you have about the merger and were they dispelled? How? 
 
Communities of Practise 
- tŚŝĐŚ “ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐŽĨ ƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ǁŽƵůĚǇŽƵƐĂǇǇŽƵďĞůŽŶŐĞĚƚŽ ? 
o What motivates you to participate in a CoP? 
o To what extent do you think CoPs can benefit you in your role?   
- Has collaboration between divisions increased as a result of the merger? 
o Has your job scope increased as a result of the merger and to what extent would you 
say there is a knowledge gap in your role? 
o How are you addressing these knowledge gaps? 
- Are there any other issues you would like to highlight with regards to the merger? 
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Revised questionnaire 
 
Transfer of tacit knowledge 
- To what extent were attempts made to extract key knowledge from people who have been 
redeployed or made redundant?  
o Do you think documented knowledge of the tasks you are required to undertake 
would help facilitate you in your new role?  
o To what extent is there a significant knowledge gap in your role and in your team? 
o Are you content with your role? 
- To what extent do you communicate with people who share an interest in a specific field?  
o Do you frequently share knowledge and solutions, for example, do you always reply 
to email queries?  
o What reservations may you have about sharing knowledge that you own? 
o What would encourage you to share more knowledge reciprocally? E.g. incentives? 
Structured environment for knowledge sharing? Recognition? Realisation of 
benefits?    
 
Current state of knowledge integration  
- To what extent has the merger created wider pool of knowledge for you and your team? 
o How have you managed to integrate the knowledge bases of both banks and what 
difficulties have you encountered? 
o ƐƚŚĞƌĞ ?ƐĂŶĞĞĚƚŽďƌŝŶŐĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞƵƉƚŽƚŚĞƐĂŵĞůĞǀĞů ?ŚŽǁŝƐƚŚŝƐďĞŝŶŐĚŽŶĞĂŶĚ
is it efficient? 
o What difficulties have you had in the locating the right people? 
- To what extent are business and cultural differences apparent between the two firms with 
regards to how things are done?  
o How did this impact working relationships? 
o Have you managed to overcome differences and if so, how? 
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Effectiveness of HRM 
- How effective was communication during the integration process?  
o To what extent did it reduce any anxiety about job losses and was this a common 
theme? 
o To what extent was employee morale affected and did this create any conflict within 
the workplace? 
- How would you describe the effectiveness of leadership during the integration process? 
o To what extent have your perceptions of top management changed since the 
merger and is this a common theme? 
o How satisfied would you say you are working in this organisation and would you be 
tempted to leave? 
 
Communities of Practise 
- tŚŝĐŚ “ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ŽĨƉƌĂĐƚŝĐĞ ?ǁŽƵůĚǇŽƵƐĂǇǇŽƵďĞůŽŶŐĞĚƚŽ ? 
o What would motivate you to share knowledge with these communities? 
o To what extent do you think CoPs can benefit you in your role?   
o To what extent do you think financial rewards would help encourage people to 
actively share knowledge? 
- Has collaboration between divisions increased as a result of the merger and how is this 
encouraged? 
o What difficulties have you encountered when collaborating across divisions?  
o How are you addressing knowledge gaps? 
- Are there any other issues you would like to highlight with regards to the merger? 
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